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Current Topics. 


A CORRESPONDENT points out that, out of the 264 candidates 
who passed at the last Final Examination, no fewer than fifty- 
eight, or 22 per cent., had obtained university degrees. This, 
as he truly remarks, is a considerable increase as compared with 
twenty years ago. It is certainly a matter for congratulation. 
A table in the report of the Law Society shows that out of 
7,822 candidates who passed the Final Examination during the 
last twelve years, 1,374 had degrees. 





THERE APPEARS to be some prospect of a slight decrease in the 
lucrative practice of Parliamentary counsel. The Select Com- 
mittee appointed to consider the Private Legislation Procedure 
(Wales) Bill has reported the Bill without amendment, and 
appears to regard with favour the transference of Private Bill 
legislation to local tribunals. So far as Scotland is concerned, 
a change has already been made, and the inquiries which were 
formerly held before Private Bill Committees have been removed 
from Westminster. A similar change has often been discussed 
with regard to English Bills, and counsel and agents have 
regarded their prospects with some anxiety. But threatened 
men live long, and the “Golden Gallery,” as it is sometimes 
called, may for many sessions to come be thronged with practi- 
tioners and scientific witnesses. 









THERE HAVE been several cases of recent years in which the 
old rate of 4 per cent. interest allowed to the tenant for life upon 
the value of wasting securities which have been retained 
unconverted, has been reduced to 3 per cent., and a decision to 
this effect has recently been given by Kexewicu, J., in Re Woods 
(1904, 2 Ch. 4). Interest at the higher rate was sanctioned by 
Lord Expoy, C., in 1802, in Gibson v. Bott (7 Ves. 85), and, to 
take a prominent case of later date, the same rate prevailed in 
Brown v. Gellatly (L. R. 2 Ch. 751) in 1867, where the position 
of a tenant for life in regard to wasting securities was 
discussed. But, as Kexewion, J., pointed out, the rate of interest 
has fallen since then, and though, more recently, there may have 
been a tendency in favour of investors, yet it cannot be considered 
as otherwise than temporary. “ It would not,” said the learned 
judge, ‘‘be right that the decisions of the court should vary 
from day today, from month to month, or year to year, because 
the prices of securities fluctuate.” In his opinion the time has 
come when the rate of interest on securities notionally converted 
should be fixed at 3 per cent., and he observed that he was 
encouraged in this view by knowing that in actuarial valuations at 
the present day this was taken as the present rate of interest. 





No pIFricuLry seems to be experienced in applying the rule 
laid down in Colls vy. Home and Colonial Stores (1904, A. C. 179) 
in actions for the protection of ancient lights. In the case of 
Savill v. The City Offices Co., which was heard before Bucktey, 
J., on the 29th and 30th of June, the learned judge said that the 
question of fact for his determination was whether the building 
operations of the defendants would deprive the plaintiff of so 
much light as, according to the ordin notions of mankind, 
and having regard to the neighbourhood in which the plaintiff's 
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premises were situate, would render them less suitable as City 
offices. His conclusion was that there had been no sufficient 
proof of a nuisance to the premises, and the action failed. In 
Thompson & Sons (Limited) v. Lloyd’s Bank (Limited), which was 
an appeal to the Court of Appeal from the decision of Joyox, J., 
the appeal was allowed, the court saying that the action was a 
quia timet action, that the onus was on the plaintifis to prove 
that the proposed new buildings of the defendants would cause 
a diminution of light such as sensibly to affect the occupation 
of the plaintiffs’ premises, and that, in the absence of the 
necessary proof, an injunction could not be granted. The rule 
laid down by the House of Lords may be expected to materially 
shorten the proceedings in these cases, for it has made it 
unnecessary to consider a number of perplexing decisions. 





A NOVEL POINT in trade-mark law came before FarweEtt, J., 
recently. An application was made to rectify the register by 
expunging a trade-mark, including the word ‘‘ Quaker,” used 
in respect of fermented liquors and spirits, though not including 
whisky. Objection was taken to this mark by the Society of 
Friends, many of whom are total abstainers, that the use of the 
word ‘‘ Quaker” in that association was offensive to their body, 
and that the trade-mark ought not to remain on the register. 
It was admitted that the only ground on which the use of the 
word could be justified was that it was not descriptive of the 
character or quality of the goods. The learned judge, who, 
among his other brilliant judicial qualities, possesses a large 
share of common sense, held that there was no imputation on 
the society, and no possibility of legal damage, and the applica- 
tion was accordingly dismissed. It is obvious that such a use 
of the word could not be calculated to deceive anyone of ordinary 
intelligence, and though a fairly wide interpretation has been 
given to the expression “‘ person aggrieved,” it has not yet been 
held to extend to the predilections or aversions of any individual 
or section of the community. Were it otherwise, the country 
might view with mixed feelings an application on the part of a 
prominent politician to remove from the register the old mark 
**C. B.” as applied to corsets. 





WE ossERVE that in sentencing a solicitor, who at the Bristol 
Assizes pleaded guilty to a charge of fraudulently converting to 
his own use moneys received by him on behalf of clients, Mr. 
Justice Bicnam took occasion to remark upon the frequency in 
late years of frauds similar to those to which the prisoner 
had pleaded guilty. It must no doubt be sorrowfully 
admitted that there have been instances in recent years 
of frauds by solicitors of great magnitude, which have 
drawn the attention of the public to the matter. There 
have always been, and always will be, black sheep among 
solicitors, as there are in every other profession, and itis probable 
that, owing to recent legislation, more of them have been con- 
victed than was formerly the case. But if the learned judge 
meant to intimate that the number of black sheep among 
solicitors was seriously increasing, we venture respectfully to 
dispute his view. Mr. Brace pointed out, at the recent dinner 
of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, that there are about 
16,500 solicitors in England and Wales, and only about one in 
1,000 of them was brought before the courts for improper 
— Hence there were about 999 white sheep for every 

lack sheep in the profession. Even if Mr. Biaca’s estimate 
may be somewhat below the mark, it can certainly be proved that 
the delinquents are an altogether insignificant minority of the 
profession. 





WE vo nor remember to have seen it noticed anywhere that 
lawyers owe a special debt of gratitude to the memory of the late 
Mr. G. F. Warrs, R.A., for his magnificent fresco in Lincoln’s-inn- 
hall, ‘‘ The School of Jurisprudence.” It is seldom that there 
occurs so marked a combination of a great opportunity, a 
great artist, and a great idea. The vast blank wall of the 
newly-built hall afforded a splendid space for the lost art which 
Warts had been studying in Italy, and he had the courage to 
volunteer, and the good fortune to be allowed, to try his hand 
with it upon a large scale, and he has nowhere achieved a 
greater success. Not only is the technique good, the composi- 





a 
tion and the grouping harmonious, and the colouring rich ang 
Titianesque, but the conception and ideal of the picture i 
stimulating and elevating, without being obtrusively didagtie 
The lawyer and student, whose lot is cast within the narroy; 
nunnery walls of professional technicality, cannot fail to }, 
impressed with the inspiration of the artist as they stand gop. 
fronted with all the great lawgivers of the world from Mog, 
and OConrvucius through Justinian to SrzpHen Laneroy and 
Epwarp I., and to be elevated to the consciousness that Lay jg 
not merely a machine for professional success, but the grea 
and perhaps now the only, peaceful bond of man in the conflig 
of nations and tariffs and creeds. Since Warrs painted thiy 
picture towards the close of the thirty years’ peace, the world hag 
passed through a stage when the lesson was forgotten, anj 
priests and lawyers have vied with journalists and politicians 
in the deification of militarism and aggression. The long 
life of the artist has closed amid the stirring of those bette 
impulses which his influence was strenuous to promote. Theg 
may succeed or fail. But wherever law and peace shall prevail 
over force and arms, there also shall this picture which he 

ainted be shown for a memorial of him and for an ideal of, 
aw-making and law-abiding Humanity. 





Tue Frencx courts have just given their decision upon a cag 
in which the law appears to be widely different from that pre 
vailing in England. By article 1598 of the Code Civil every thing 
which is the subject of commerce may be sold where particular 
laws have not prohibited the alienation thereof. The defendant, 
a student at the dental school of Paris, had purchased from the 
plaintiff, a practising dentist, the lease and furniture of the premises 
in which he carried on his peony for the sum of 30,000 francs, 
one-half of which he paid before taking possession. Upon his 
refusal to pay the residue of the price, the action was brought. 
The defence was that the bargain was void, for although the 
agreement was nominally for the sale of the premises and furi- 
ture, it was really an agreement for the sale of the plaintiffs 
practice as a dentist, and the sale of a medical practice was 
void as being the sale of a thing which was not the subject o 
commerce. The court, accepting this view of the transaction, 
declared the sale void and ordered the plaintiff to pay back 
the amount which he had received. It is not for us t 
dispute this apparently rigid construction of the Code, but 
it would seem strange if it were suggested that the sale of s 
medical practice—where the lease and furniture are only a 
adjunct to the practice—was contrary to the law of this country. 
It is quite true that, in the strict sense of the term, a dentist 
cannot assign or make over his patients to a purchaser, but, a 
was said by Jzsser, M.R., in May v. Thomson (20 Ch. D. 705, 
718), “The sale of a medical practice is the selling of the 
introduction of the patients of the doctor who sells to the 
the doctor who buys; he has nothing else to sell except the 
introduction. He can persuade his patients probably who have 
confidence in him to employ the gentleman he introduces ™ 
being a qualified man and fit to undertake the cure of theit 
maladies, but that is all he can do.” We may add that medica 
practices are in a popular sense the subject of commerce and 
they are regularly advertised for sale. 





WE print elsewhere a letter from a correspondent raising 4 
question of general interest with respect to liability to settle 
ment estate duty. By section 5 (1) of the Finance Act, 1894, 
is provided that “where property in respect of which estalé 
duty is leviable is settled by the will of the deceased, or having 
been settled by some other disposition, passes under that dit 
position on the death of the deceased to some person not com 
petent to dispose of the property,” then settlement estate duty 
shall be payable. In the case put by ouf correspondent a womat 
executes an ante-nuptial settlement containing a covenant to 
after-acquired property in the usualform. Upon the death of het 
parent she becomes entitled to a reversionary interest—that 
we presume, entitled in possession—and the question is wh 
settlement estate duty is payable. The case is not alto 
clear, because, under such circumstances, the reversion will us 
have belonged to the daughter at the date of the settleme' 
and will be included directly in the settlement; but for i 
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resent purpose it is, perhaps, not material whether it is 
jmmediately settled, or whether it is subsequently brought in 
under the covenant. The question is on what ground settle- 
ment estate duty is leviable. If leviable at all, it must be 
because the property, having been settled by some disposition 
other than the will of the deceased, passed under that 
disposition on his death to some person not competent 
to dispose of it. What, in the circumstances supposed, is the 
“disposition” here referred to? It seems clear that it is not 
the marriage settlement. The interest does not, on the death 
of the father, pass under the marriage settlement, but under 
the earlier settlement which gave the father a life interest 
with reversion to his daughter. Does it, then, pass under the 
earlier settlement to a “‘ person not competent to dispose of the 
property.” So far as the earlier settlement was concerned, 
the daughter was competent to dispose of the property, and she 
has in fact done so. But on the death of the father, when the 
property passes, she is no longer so competent, and apparently 
this brings the case within section 5 (1) so as to make settle- 
ment estate duty payable. We only, however, suggest this 
conclusion as the primd facie reading of the clause. Its effect 
under the circumstances in question is by no means free from 
difficulty. 





THE pEcision of WArrRtNnGToN, J., in Re Linsley (ante, p. 606), 
is a further illustration of the special liability which a solicitor- 
trustee, who is actively engaged in the administration of the 
trust, undertakes as regards his co-trustee. In general, all the 
trustees are equally responsible for the due administration 
of the trust estate, and a passive trustee cannot claim that the 
whole responsibility shall fall upon the trustee who has the 
actual conduct of affairs. Hence, if there has been a breach of 
trust, and consequent loss, although the passive trustee is entitled 
to contribution from the active trustee, he is not entitled 
toacomplete indemnity. ‘In my judgment,” said Fry, L.J., in 
Bahin v. Hughes (34 W. R. 311, 31 Ch. D. 390), “‘ the courts ought 
tobe very jealous of raising any suchimplied liability” —thatis, on 
the active trustee to indemnify his co-trustee—“ because if such 
existed it would act as an opiate upon the conscience of the 
trustees; so that instead of the cestut que trust having the 
benefit of several acting trustees, each trustee would be looking 
to the other or others for a right of indemnity, and so neglect 
the performance of his duties.” But this salutary doctrine has 
been departed from where the acting trustee, through whose 
conduct the loss has occurred, happens to be a solicitor, and upon 
this ground the co-trustee was held to be entitled to an indemnity 
in Lockhart vy. Reilly (4 W. R. 438, 1 De G. & J. 464). The 
relation between the solicitor and his co-trustees is considered to 
be such that the business is properly left to the solicitor- 
trustee and, as between themselves, he alone is respdnsible. 
The same course has been taken by Warrineron, J., 
in the present case, though in the result there was no 
loss to the trust estate and the question became one of costs. 
A solicitor-trustee had been the active trustee and had made 
investments of the trust funds on mortgage. Owing to his 
neglect to furnish accounts to the beneficiaries who became 
entitled in possession on the death of the tenant 
for life, an action was brought against both trustees, 
and in the action the co-trusteee made a claim 
to indemnity against the solicitor. “As between two 
trustees,” said the learned judge, ‘if one is a solicitor and the 
other not,” that fact makes a difference in considering whether 
the one is not bound to indemnify the other; and I think this is 
Teasonable, because a trustee properly looks to the solicitor to do 

® proper thing in connection with the administration of the 
trust estate.” Hence it was held that the co-trustee’s right of 
raraqaad entitled him to his costs as against the solicitor- 

8. 





We reap in a report of the ordinary general meeting of 
piers & Pond (Limited) that the chairman complained of some 
of the competition to which the company was exposed as being 
Men) legitimate, and referred to what had occurred at 
anchester, where one of the railway companies had built an 
otel at a cost of more than a million ster ing. He observed 


was a question for the railway board and shareholders, but he 
thought that when railway companies were formed there was no 
intention that they should become engaged in this class of 
business. The law is no doubt clear that, although the Act of 
Parliament which constitutes and incorporates a railway company 
contains no prohibition in express terms against their engagin: 

in any business except that of making and maintaining an 

using the railway, there is implied in every such Act of 
Parliament a prohibition against their ever engaging in any 
other business than that of a railway company. And 
although a railway company might have good reason 
to think that they might imcrease their traffic by 
building and carrying on a large hotel on land belonging to 
them for the accommodation of passengers by their railway, 
such an expenditure of the company’s funds would primd facie 
be illegal, and might be restrained by injunction. But railway 
companies escape from this difficulty by special legislation. A 
good example of such legislation is to be found in the 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway (Various 
Powers) Act, 1891. This Act recites that the Grimsby Hotel 
was some years since erected on lands belonging to the company ; 
the capital required for erecting and carrying on the business 
of the hotel having been raised in shares by a company 
incorporated for that purpose, and that it is in the interests of 
the railway company that the hotel should become their 
property, and that they should’ be authorized to carry on 
the business of the hotel, and with that intent the whole of the 
shares in the hotel company had been lately purchased and 
acquired by the company and transferred to several individuals 
as trustees for the company, and the whole of the shares of the 
hotel company were then standing in the name of nominees of 
the railway company, and that it was expedient that the purchase 
of the shares on behalf of the railway company should be 
confirmed, and that the lands, buildings, property, and effects 
of the hotel company, with power to carry on the business of the 
hotel, should be vested in the railway company. These okjects 
are carried out by a subsequent section, and the company also 
took a general power to hold, enjoy, and maintain hotels and 
réfreshment bars in connection with their several railways, and 
also to manage and conduct the business of them, and to apply 
their corporate funds and revenues to any of these purposes. 





More THAN ordinary attention has of late been directed to 
the practice upon the execution of distress warrants for poor 
rate (which of course includes the education rate). The question 
has been asked whether in the execution of such a warrant any 
and what goods are privileged from distress, and the question is 
one to which it is not easy to give an immediate reply. With 
regard to distress for rent, there are, of course, several things 
which, by the common law, were privileged absolutely or sub 
modo from distress, including beasts of the plough and instru- 
ments of husbandry, and things in actual use, which are 
privileged in order to prevent the breach of the peace which 
might be occasioned by an attempt to distrain them. This list 
is strengthened by the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888, 
which enacts that the goods protected from seizure in execution 
by section 96 of the County Courts Act, 1896 (namely, the 
wearing apparel and bedding ofthe debtor or his family, and 
the tools and implements of his trade to the value of £5), 
shall be exempt from distress for rent. But a distress 
warrant for poor rate is a different proceeding from a distress 
for rent. In Hutchins v. Chambers (1 Burr. 579) it is dis- 
tinctly laid down that where a distress is given in the nature of 
an execution by any particular statute, as for poor rates, it is 
more analogous to an execution than to a distress at common 
law, and that although a horse cannot be distrained in a smith’s 
shop for rent, there is no such restriction where the distress is 
for a parliamentary duty. It is true that under section 21 of 
the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (2), the wearing apparel and 
bedding of a person and his family, and to the value of £5 the 
tools and implements of his trade, shall not be taken under a 
distress issued by a court of summary jurisdiction, and by 
section 7 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1884, the expression 
“court of summary jurisdiction” is to include any justice or 





that whether they would ever earn a dividend on that capital 


justices whether acting under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts or 
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under any other Act, or by virtue of his or their commission or 
by the common law. But, by section 10, nothing in the Act is 
to alter the procedure for the recovery of, or any remedy for 
the non-payment of, any poor rate. It would appear, therefore, 
that the prohibition in the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, with 
regard to wearing apparel and implements of trade does not 
apply to a distress warrant for poor rate. This view of the law is 
confirmed by a reference to Oke’s Magisterial Formulist (ed. 
1901). There, in the form of a distress warrant for a sum 
adjudged to be paid by a conviction or order, we find a direction 
to make distress of the goods of the defendant—except the 
wearing apparel and bedding of him and his family and to the 
value of £5 the tools and implements of his trade—while in the 
form of a warrant of distress against a ratepayer, the constable 
or peace officer is simply directed to make distress and sell the 
goods distrained, and after paying the sum due, to return the 
overplus to the ratepayer. But although there may be no 
statutory restriction with regard to the goods distrainable under 
a distress warrant for poor rate, it must be remembered that 
this warrant has been stated by high authority to be analogous 
to the common law execution under a fieri facias. Those who 
execute such a warrant may, therefore, upon general principles 
be prohibited from seizing wearing apparel actually in use and 
perhaps goods in the personal possession of the ratepayer. 


A cHarcE of murder lial to be abandoned by the prosecution 
recently, at the Winchester Assizes, for a very unusual reason. The 
accused was a seaman, and the murder was alleged to have been 
committed on the high seas. Conclusive evidence was available 
that the prisoner had shot a certain man and that this man had 
been very seriously wounded. The man, however, was said to 
have died in South America after the ship reached port, but no 
witness was available who had seen his body. Persons were in 
court who had attended his funeral, but they had only seen a 
coffin, not a corpse ; and so, though there was no moral doubt as 
to the death of the man, there was no legal proof that he was in 
fact dead at all. In such circumstances the prosecution had clearly 
no choice but to abandon the charge. Justice, however, did not 
go entirely unsatisfied, for the man had shot other members of 
the ship’s company as well as the man whose death formed the 
subject of the indictment for niurder, and he was convicted of 
the attempted murder of one of these and was sentenced to fifteen 
years’ penal servitude. It has been said from very early times 
that no person shall be convicted of murder unless there is proof 
of the finding of the body of the deceased. This is no doubt 
in most cases a very sound principle, and it is one to which 
many a man who was certainly guilty has owed his life. It is 
a principle which admits of few exceptions, but there are 
exceptions, as it is not strictly a rule of law. There are a few 
cases on record in which a prisoner has been convicted and 
executed although there has been no direct proof of a dead body 
having been seen. Thus in Rex v. JTindmarsh (2 Leach 569) a 
sailor was indicted for the murder of his captain on the high 
seas. The prisoner had threatened to kill the captain, and was 
afterwards seen, in the middle of the night, after a violent noise, 
to throw him overboard. Near the place where the captain 
had Jast been seen there were signs of blood, and blood was on 
the prisoner’s person. The captain was never seen or heard of 
again. In these circumstances it was strongly urged on the 
prisoner’s behalf that he was entitled to be acquitted, as the 
captain might have been picked up by a passing vessel and 
there was no legal proof he was dead. The judge, however, 
left it to the jury to say, on the evidence, whether the captain 
was not killed before he was thrown into the sea. The jury | 
took this view, and the prisoner was convicted and executed. | 
At this trial a very remarkable case was mentioned. The | 
mother and the reputed father of a bastard child were seen | 
to take the child to the edge of the dock at Liverpool, strip it, | 
and cast it into the water. ‘The body of the child was never | 
found, but the man and woman were indicted for murder. As | 


the tide flowed in and out of the dock, the judge directed the | 
jury that it was possible that the child might have been carried | 
out and picked up, and that they ought to acquit the prisoners. 
They were accordingly acquitted, but there was certainly a 
miscarriage of justice, and probably at the present time no 


judge would have so directed the jury. 





| 





=—=—=—= 

Txt Hicu Covrr is very slow to come to the conclusion tha 
a bye-law made by a representative public body is ultra virg, 
In the leading case of Kruse v. Johnson (46 W. R. 630 ; 1898, 
2 Q. B. 91) Lord Russzt1, O.J., said that when the court is called 
upon to consider the bye-laws of public representative bodies 
clothed with ample authority, such bye-laws ought to be sup. 
ported if possible. They ought to be ‘‘ benevolently” inter. 
preted, and credit ought to be given to those who have ty 
administer them that they will be reasonably administered. Hg 
went on to say that the court should not condemn such bye- 
laws as unreasonable unless they were found to be partial, or 
manifestly unjust, or made in bad faith, or if they involved such 
oppression or gratuitous interference with the rights of thos 
subject to them as could find no justification in the minds of 
reasonable men. These principles have since been applied in 
many cases to bye-laws made by county and borough councils, 
Many of the new bye-laws which have been considered and 


| approved by the High Court have had to do with gambling, and 


have aimed at suppressing street betting. This week, however, 
the High Court in Scott v. Palliser refused to uphold the validity 
of a bye-law made by the Staffordshire County Council witha 
like object. The “benevolence ” of the High Court towards this 
sort of legislation has at last been shewn to have some limits 
The bye-law in question provided that no person should frequent 
any public place for the purpose of selling or distributing any 
paper “ devoted wholly or mainly to giving information as to the 
probable result of races, steeplechases, or other competitions.” 
The appellant was convicted and fined under the bye-law for 
selling in a street a certain newspaper which the justices found 
as a fact to have been mainly devoted to giving information 
as to the probable result of races. A case, however, was stated 
in order to test the validity of the bye-law. The court was 
divided in opinion, but the majority decided that the bye-law 
was ultra vires and that the conviction was bad. Now, it is quite 
clear that this bye-law is of an extraordinarily wide character, 
It would include a paper mainly devoted to giving information 
as to the training of crews for Henley Regatta and the prospects 
of county cricket elevens. It would include information of the 
most harmless kind having little or no connection with betting. 
And even with regard to horse-racing, that sport is perfectly 
legitimate, and many persons take an interest in it who do no 
bet. Hence, the bye-law will strike many as coming unde 
Lord RussEtw’s description of one which the courts would not 
uphold as being an oppressive and gratuitous interference with 
the rights of persons to an unreasonable extent. Kenneoy, J, 
in giving judgment, said that the information aimed a 
could be given without any infringement of the lav; 
it was information of a kind perfectly harmless to may 
persons. It might do harm by encouraging certail 
persons to bet, but it was not reasonable to forbid th 
sale of such a paper on that ground. The Chief Justice said 
that the bye-law might have been good if its operation wer 
confined entirely to the prevention of street betting, but it was 
as it stood, far too wide. Purttmorg, J., did not agree with the 
other judges, and seemed to take rather too high a view of the 
irresponsibility of a county council in exercising their discretim 
as to what is needed for the good rule and government of & 
county.. As we have often said, it is most desirable thet 
Parliament should take up the whole subject of gambling anf 
put the law on a firm footing. Until this is done we shall » 
doubt constantly hear of these attempts to indirectly suppres 
the practice. 








Mr. Justice Wills continues, says the Zimes, to progress satisfactorily 
towards recovery from his illness, and he expects to leave for the Chestet 
Assizes, accompanied by Mr. Justice Kennedy, on Monday. 


Lord Justice Mathew, who, says the St. James’s Gazette, celebrated bis 
seventy-fourth birthday on the 8th inst., has been a judge for more 
three and twenty years, and will probably make a quarter of a cently 
of it before he feels called upon to retire. The stories toid of him it 
respect are legior.. Here is one which is perhaps not quite so well 
as most of them. Counsel in a certain case which came before Sir Jai 
when he was sitting in the old Queen’s Bench, repeatedly referred t 
plaintiff as a money-lender. ‘‘ Incidentally I may lend money,” the 
aggrieved plaintiff at last, ‘‘ but I am something besides that.” “ What, 
for instance?” asked the judge. ‘‘ Well,’’ said the plaintiff, “‘ ’m—* 
a dealer in—er—birds.”” ‘ Pigeons?” asked Sir James, sweetly. 
somehow it was the defendant who secured the verdict. 


July 16, 1904, 
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The County Courts Bill. 


A But has been introduced by the Lord Chancellor with a view 
to putting into a workable shape the provisions of the County 
Courts Act, 1903, for the extension of county court jurisdiction. 
Incidentally that statute is proposed to be repealed and its 
rovisions incorporated in the new Act. Asis well known, the 
Act of last year did little more than obtain legislative sanction 
to the extension of jurisdiction in common law actions from £50 
to £100. It made no suitable provision for dealing with the 
increased business which would thus arise in the county courts. 
All that it did in this respect was to enable an Order in Council 
to be made for the purpose of transferring actions where the 
claim exceeded £50 to the chief courts in the district. Thus 
section 5 enacted that the King might by Order in Council 
provide that such actions should “be tried in any court 
where his Majesty is ‘satisfied that due provision has 
been made for carrying on the business of the court with- 
out interference with the ordinary jurisdiction of the court, 
and of which the judge of the court in which such action may 
be commenced is the judge.”’ The provision was, doubtless, well 
intended, but it had the defect that no means were suggested 
whereby due provision was to be made in particular courts in a 
circuit for hearing the new class of actions. 


The plan for dealing with the increased business by Order in 
Council, as contemplated in section 5 of the Act of 1903, is now 
to be abandoned, and in the place of it the Lord Chancellor is 
to be authorized to recast altogether the existing county court 
arrangements. Thus clause 1 (2) of the Bill provides that 
“as soon as may be after the passing of this Act, a scheme for 
re-arranging the districts and places of holding county courts, 
and for redistributing the districts among the judges of county 
courts, and for determining the number of judges, shall be made 
by the Lord Chancellor with the concurrence of the Treasury.” 
Sub-clause 3 provides that “the scheme shall determine the 
courts at which the extended jurisdiction of judges conferred by 
this Act may be exercised, and may for the purpose of such 
extended jurisdiction attach to the district of any such court the 
whole or any part of the district of any other court.”” The scheme 
is to be laid before Parliament for forty days during its session, 
and if disapproved, a new scheme may be made; but otherwise 
“his Majesty may by Order in Council confirm the scheme and 
fix the date from which the extended jurisdiction conferred by 
this Act is to be exerciseable, and the scheme when so confirmed 
shall have effect as if it were enacted in this Act” (sub-clause 4). 
Sub-clause 5 raises to £1,800 the salaries of the judges of the 
courts at which the extended jurisdiction is exerciseable. 


To which immediately arise upon these far-reaching 
ni s are the very extensive power which is placed in the 
ds of the Lord Chancellor, and the lateness of the period 

at which the Bill is introduced. As matters now stand, the 
County Courts Act, 1903, is to come into operation on the Ist of 
January next. In the absence of further legislation claims up 
to £100 can after that date be prosecuted in any county court, 
and, as the Lord Chancellor appears to regard section 5 as im- 
practicable, there will be no machinery for removing claims 
over £50 to particular courts. This was known on the 14th of 
August, 1903, when the royal assent was given to the Act, and 
steps should have been at once taken to prepare a supple- 
mentary measure. Eleven months, however, have been allowed 
to elapse, and on the 7th inst. the present Bill is introduced. The 
probability of its passing this session is, we should say, 
extremely remote. If it were a reasonable measure, and could 
be passed by general consent, the case would, of course, be 
different. Notwithstanding the Lord Chancellor’s delay and the 
lateness of the session, it would be possible to put it through 
both Houses before Parliament rises. But in its present form it 
cannot be said to be reasonable. The scheme is, in effect, to be 
made by the Lord Ohancellor without any guarantee that the 
important interests affected will be adequately considered. The 
concurrence of the Treasury, of course, only refers to financial 
matters. The requirements that the scheme shall be laid before 
Parliament fad promoted by Order in Council are little more 
than formal. What is really wanted is that the scheme should 
in its initiation be prepared by representatives of the bodies 





who have in their hands the practical conduct of wns 
court litigation. These are the county court judges an 
registrars, the bar and solicitors. From these bodies, allow- 
ing adequate representation to the provincial law societies, 
and including also representatives of chambers of commerce, 
a strong committee should be formed who would formulate a 
scheme. This would be presented to the Lord Chancellor for 
consideration, and he could suggest amendments, but he should 
not have the power of overruling the committee. If the Bill is 
altered in this manner, it might very well get through in the 
present session, and within the next twelve months the county 
court system could be recast so as to provide for the extended 
jurisdiction. But the whole power of formulating, and, in effect, 
promulgating a scheme should not be entrusted to the Lord 
Chancellor, and we hope that the Bill wiil on this point be 
strenuously opposed. 

The Bill, as we have said, proposes to repeal the Act of 1903, 
and the substantive provisions of that Act are re-enacted. It is 
also proposed to make some further changes of importance 
in county court procedure. The limit of the jurisdiction of 
registrars in disputed claims is raised to £5, but the extended 
jurisdiction is not to be exercised by a registrar who is a 
practising solicitor ; and provision is made for the holding of 
additional courts by registrars in the absence of the judge. 
Clause 7 places restrictions on the commencement of an action in 
a district other than that where the defendant resides or carries 
on business if he belongs to the working classes; and clause 
8 requires that a notice to defend given under section 86 of 
the Act of 1888 shall, in cases exceeding £10, be accompanied 
by an affidavit stating that the defendant has a good defence on 
the merits of the case, and disclosing the nature of the defence, 








Equitable Limitations. 


Wrrs a boldness which, if we may say so, is worthy of praise, 
Joycz, J., has in Re Tringham’s Trusts (Times, 11th inst.) 
construed equitable limitations in a deed of settlement as giving 
an estate in fee, although there were no technical words of 
inheritance, or other words relating to the limitations which could 
take their place. The learned judge considered, however, that 
upon the entire instrument it must have been the intention of 
the settlor that the fee should be given, and he construed it so 
as to carry this intention into effect. 

There is no doubt that, as a general rule, equitable limitations 
are subject to the same rules of construction as legal limita- 
tions. ‘An equitable limitation by way of trust executed has 
the same construction as a legal limitation.” Such is the rule laid 
down in Elphinstone, Norton, and Olarke on the Interpretation of 
Deeds (p. 276), and it is — by a large body of authority, 
both of text-book writers and of judges. ‘Trust estates,” said 
Preston (Touchst., p. 507, note 8), ‘are to be governed by the 
same rules, and are within the same reason as legal estates, 
and if there were not the same rule of property in all courts 
things would be at sea, and there would be the utmost uncer- 
tainty.” And the same writer in his Treatise on Estates 
(vol. 2, p. 64) says: ‘‘The general rule is that limitations of 
trust are to be construed in like manner and by the like rules as 
limitations of a legal estate; and therefore in deeds the fee 
cannot pass by grant or transfer inter vivos without appropriate 
words of inheritance.” 

A case usually referred to in which this rule was considered and 
applied is Holliday v. Overton (15 Beav. 480). There a widow, 
being about to re-marry, executed a settlement by which, after 
reciting that it was her desire to make provision for the children of 
her former marriage (subject, nevertheless, to a power of appoint- 
ment on her part), she conveyed real and personal property to a 
trustee, his heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, in trust 
for her separate use for life, and after her decease in trust 
for such persons as she should by will during the intended 
coverture appoint, and in default of appointment in trust for her 
children equally as tenants in common. The settlor did not exer- 
cise her power of ape and there were no children of the 
second marriage. e question arose whether the children of the 
former marriage took for life only or in fee, and Romy, M.R., 
held that they took for life only. ‘The rules,” he said, “ appli- 
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cable to the construction of wills, or of executory instruments, 
are not, in truth, applicable to the present case, which is the 
simple case of a deed executed, where I am bound by the strict 
rules applicable to a case of that description.”” With respect 
to the recital he pointed out that it only shewed an intention 
of making such provision for the children as was afterwards men- 
tioned, and hence could not be used to explain what that 
provision was. 

Similar decisions were given by the same judge in Lucas 
v. Brandreth (28 Beav. 274) and Tatham v. Vernon (29 Beav. 
604). In the former case there was in a marriage settle- 
ment an ultimate trust of real estate, in default of children and 
of appointment by the wife, for her next-of-kin, without any 
words of limitation. There were no children and the wife did 
not exercise her power of appointment. It was held that the 
next-of-kin took for life only. ‘In Holliday v. Overton,” said 
Romitty, M.R., ‘‘as in this case, the court felt every disposition 
to overcome the absence of words of limitation, a disposition 
caused by a belief that in this, asin that case, the omission of 
words of inheritance had been accidental. But it would be 
making a new settlement, and in substance to alter and reform 
its provisions, if this court were to read this clause as if the 
word ‘heirs’ or other words of limitation were inserted at the 
close of the sentence.” The interest of the beneficiary was also 
restricted to a life estate for want of words of inheritance in 
Middleton v. Barker (29 L. T. 643), and again in the Irish case 
of Meyler v. Meyler (11 L. R. Ir. 522), 

But while these authorities clearly shew that, as a general rule, 
the want of words of inheritance is as fatal to an equitable as to 
a legal limitation, and that a different construction will not be 
permitted upon the mere surmise that an equitable fee was 
intended, yet the courts seem to have reserved the liberty of 
departing from the analogy of legal limitations if the instrument 
shews a clear intent that a fee should be given. ‘The principle 
I go upon,” said Harpwicxg, L.C., in Garth v. Baldwin (2 Ves. 
sen., p. 655), ‘“‘is, that in limitations of a trust either of real 
or personal estate to be determined in this court, the construc- 
tion ought to be made according to the construction of limitations 
of a legal estate; with this distinction, unless the intent of the 
testator or author of the trust plainly appears to the contrary.” 
The question is as to the extent to which this distinction is to be 
carried. Does it simply allow the use of non-technical words of 
limitation which, according to their popular sense, would confer 
the fee, or does it enable the court to look at the entire frame 
of the instrument for the purpose of making out the intention 
of the settlor? The former view is more in accordance with 
the cases referred to above, but the latter has been advocated 
by several writers of repute. ‘‘If,” said Haves (1 Conv., Sth 
ed., p. 92), ‘land was limited in trust for A. without more, 
equity, in conformity to the rule of law, gave to A. the bene- 
ficial interest for life only ; but, if it could be collected from the 
instrument that A. was meant to have the absolute interest, 
equity, esteeming the intention more than the rule, gave him 
the beneficial fee without the use of the word ‘heirs.’” ‘An 
equitable fee,” says Lewin (10th ed. p. 117, referring to 
Shep. Touchst. by Preston 106), “‘may, be created without the 
word ‘heirs’ and an equitable entail without the words ‘heirs 
of the body’; provided words be used which, though not 
technical, are yet popularly equivalent, or the intention other- 
wise sufficiently appears upon the face of the instrument.” And 
a similar view was held by Witt14Ms (Real Property, 13th ed., 
p. 165). 

In accordance with the liberal view thus expressed, an 
eminently reasonable decision was given by Jamzs, V.C., in 
Pugh v. Drew (17 W. R. 988). By a deed of settlement made 
in 1819 certain leaseholds were settled, as to a third share 
thereof, in trust, in the events which happened, for A. and B. 
in equal shares. In 1819 certain freeholds were settled upon 
the same trusts as those of the former deed, or as near thereto 
as the difference of the respective estates of the trustees and 
their respective heirs, executors, and administrators would admit. 
Taken literally, these words meant that the beneficial estate in 
the third share of the freeholds was given to A. and B, simply 
without any words of limitation; but the plain intention was 
that they should have the same interest as in the leaseholds— 
that is, an absolute interest—and this could only be carried into 





effect by giving them the fee. The judgment of Jamzs, V.C., ig 
reported very shortly, but he described as ‘‘ nonsense” the 
doctrine that the want of words of limitation was absolute} 
fatal to an equitable fee under all circumstances, and he held 
that A. and B. were entitled to the fee simple in the third share 
of the freeholds. Itmight perhaps be suggested that the decision 
of Onirrty, J., in Re Whiston’s Settlement (42 W. R. 327; 1894, 
1 Ch. 661) is in favour of a strict construction of equitable 
limitations, and such a view is supported by the head-note to 
the case in the Law Reports: “ An equitable limitation, by way 
of trust executed, now has the same construction as a legal limi- 
tation.” But in truth there was no occasion to insert in the 
statement the word “now,” nor did the learned judge, in 
quoting and relying upon the rule in Elphinstone on the Inter. 
pretation of Deeds referred to above, mean to go further than to 
say that the construction of equitable limitations follows that of 
legal limitations in the absence of any expression of a contrary 
intention. This is sufficiently shewn by the fact that Currry, J, 
considered other parts of the settlement—a recital and the 
advancement clause. In the result he held that these did not 
shew an intention to give the equitable fee, but it would have 
been unnecessary to refer to them unless he had been prepared 
to construe the estate taken by the beneficial grantees in the 
light of the entire instrument. 

There seems, therefore, to be very strong reason for saying that, 
while as a general rule equitable limitations are construed 
according to the same rule as legal limitations, yet-—though 
Meyler v. Meyler (supra) is a clear decision to the contrary—these 
rules will give way to the intention of the settlor, and to ascer- 
tain such intention reference may be made to the entire instru- 
ment. In the present case of Re Tringham (supra) a settlor, by 
a settlement made in 1831, settled certain copyholds in trust 
for Mary Ann Trriveuam for life, and after her decease for her 
husband, and after the decease of the survivor of them “in 
trust for all the children of such marriage equally to be 
divided between them as tenants in common, and in default of 
issue of such marriage then to such uses as the said 
Mary Ann Trincuam shall declare in and by her last 
will and testament in writing, with remainder to the 
right heir of her the said Mary Ann Trinonax.” 
Mary Ann TrineHam married and had three children, and 
the question arose whether they took the equitable fee notwith- 
standing the absence of the word “heirs.” Joycez, J., held that 
the gift over in default of issue of the marriage, dealing as it 
did with the entire fee, shewed a clear intention that the fee was 
to be taken by the children under the original gift. He referred 
to and relied upon Pugh v. Drew (supra), and indeed the reason 
for applying that decision seems to be very strong. He pointed 
out that this was a distinct authority that the limitation of & 
trust, the plain intention of which was to confer an equit- 
uble fee, could have that effect without the use of the 
word ‘ heirs.” That case does not seem to have been referred 
to in Re Whiston’s Settlement, but for the reason already 
given, the decision of Curry, J., is not in principle at variance 
with that of James, V.C., and with the decision now given by 
Joyce, J. At the same time the circumstance that diiferent 
judges may vary in their view of the intention of the settlor as 
appearing on the whole instrument will still make it incumbent 
on the draftsman to avoid the possibility of doubt by inserting 
in the equitable limitations the appropriate words for marking 
out the estates which the beneficiaries are to take. The practical 
effect of the decision is that in badly drawn instruments the 
intention of the settlor in regard to the equitable estates 8 
not to be defeated by a rigid adherence to the rules which 
govern legal limitations. 








Sunday last was the fiftieth anniversary of Lord Grimthorpe’s appoint 
ment as a Queen’s Counsel, he having received his patent from Queen 
Victoria on the 10th of July, 1854. He is now the senior King’s Counsél. 


It is announced that the President of the Local (:overnment Board, after 
consultation with the Home Secretary, has appointed a department 
committee on the subject of vagrancy. The Right Hon. J. L. Wharton, 
M.P., will act as chairman, and the other members of the committee WA 
be Sir William Chance, Mr. J. 8. Davy, C.B., Dr. Downes, Captall 
Eardley-Wilmot, Captain Showers, and Mr. H. B. Simpson. Mr. F. L. 
Turner, of the Local Government Board, will act ys secretary t the 
committee, 
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Correspondence. 


Settlement Estate Duty and Covenants to Settle 
After-acquired Property. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Does settlement estate duty attach to the following case ? 

A woman in an ante-nuptial settlement covenants to settle after- 
acquired property in the usual form. Her parent dies, and she 
becomes entitled to a reversionary interest. Somerset House claims 
settlement estate duty on this, and I write to inquire whether the 
point has ever been considered by the profession generally. 

I wrote to Somerset House as follows on the 22nd of June: ‘‘I 
should be glad if you would refer me to any case under which settle- 
ment estate duty attaches to a covenant to settle after-acquired 

roperty.” 
: the calle received to-day runs as follows: ‘‘No case on the 
liability to settlement estate duty of after-acquired property has yet 
been decided, as the claim has not yet been contested, but this office 
has been advised by the Crown’s legal adviser that the duty attaches 
to a case of this nature.” 

The views of the profession would be appreciated. B. 

July 7. 

[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S.J.] 





Regulations at the Estate Duty Office, Somerset 
House. © 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Some time since we received a letter from the secretary of 
the Estate Duty Department, Somerset House, raising certain 
questions as to the value of an estate in respect of which probate had 
been granted, and after some correspondence we attended to-day for 
the purpose of going further into the matter with the officials. In 
the first place we were informed by a junior clerk that the secretary 
had made an order that no personal interview should be granted 
unless an appointment for that purpose had been given by the 
secretary, and when we asked to see the secretary, to avoid our going 
down again, we were informed we could not obtain an interview with 
him. 

As, in reply to our inquiries, we were informed there were no printed 
regulations, and our time was entirely wasted by this piece of ‘‘ red- 
tapeism,” it may save other practitioners the inconvenience to which 
we were put if the regulation is more generally known. 

W. GURNEY WINTER. 

7 and 8, Southampton-buildings, W.C., July 11. 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Copyholds—Fine on Admittance—Colourable Purchase.— Where 
an arbitrary fine is payable upon the admission of a purchaser to 
copyholds, this should not as a rule exceed two years’ improved 
value; but there is an exception where, under the custom of 
the manor, the admission of a purchaser to one copyhold 
property entitles him to be admitted to other copyholds of the 
manor at a nominal fine, and then a higher fine may be exacted 
for the property first purchased in consideration of its conferring this 
right. In deciding how much should be added regard should be had 
both to the value of the property and also to the question whether 
there is any reason to think that the property has been bought for the 
purpose of getting admittance to other property at a future date, 


But a merely colourable purchase of apg! will not save the 


purchaser from paying the full fine upon a subsequent purchase.— 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. SANDOVER (Channell, J., March 9) (52 W. R. 
573; 1904, 1 K. B. 689), 

Construction of Grant to Lessees and Tenants.—A conveyance 
of lands adjacent to a garden granted to the grantee, his heirs, 
executors, administrators, and assigns, and his and their lessees 
and sub-lessees or tenants, being occupiers of the houses then in 
course of erection or thereafter to be erected, and their families 
and friends, the use of the garden. Some of the houses were used 
by the owners and lessees for the purpose of a proprietary residential 
club. Under the rules of the club bedrooms might be allotted to the 
members at a weekly rent, but the use of them was subject to 
restrictions. It was held that the members who occupied bedrooms 
were only licensees, and did not come within the words “‘ tenants 
being occupiers of the houses”; nor were they, under the circum- 
stances, members of the ‘‘ family” or “friends” of the proprietors. 
Hence they were not entitled to the use of the garden.—KEITH v. 
TwentierH Cenrury Civp (Buckley, J., April 27) (52 W. R. 555). 





Lease—Right to Remove Tenant's Fixtures.—A tenant who 
wishes to exercise his right to remove trade fixtures must do so during 
the term, and he loses this right when the term comes to an end, 
whether by effluxion of time, by surrender, or by forfeiture. But, as 
regards third parties who are interested in the fixtures, the right of 
removal is not terminated by the surrender of the lease, and it has 
now been held that it is not terminated by forfeiture. Hence 
mortgagees of the fixtures can remove them as against the landlord, 
notwithstanding that the term has been forfeited.—RE GLASDIR 
CopPer Works (LIMITED) (Joyce, J., March 19) (1904, 1 Ch. 819). 


Company Law. 


Articles of Association—Alteration Invoiving Breach of 
Contract by Company.—In Allen v. Gold Reefs of West Africa (1900, 
1 Ch. 656, 671, 672) it was clearly laid down in the Court of Appeal— 
(a) that a company being empowered by statute to alter its articles, 
any article purporting to deprive the company of this power is 
invalid; ()) that even a hesthelter may have special rights 
against the company, which, although not invalidating the special 
resolutions for alterations of an article, may exempt him from the 
operation of the article as altered. Later on Lindley, M.R., says: 
‘* A special contract may be made with the company in the terms of 
- «+. one or more of the articles, and the question will then arise 
whether an alteration of the article or articles so embodied is consistent 
or inconsistent with the real bargain between the parties. A company 
cannot break its contracts by altering its articles.’”” The whole Court 
of Appeal has now adopted the last sentence as law, but with an 
explanation as follows: ‘‘The rights of a shareholder in respect of 
his shares may, except so far as they are protected by the 
memorandum of association, be altered by special resolution alteri 
articles, but the case of a contract with an outsider is different, an 
even a shareholder is an outsider in so far as he contracts with the 
company otherwise than ia respect of his shares.” In the head-note 
of the case occurs this passage: ‘‘ Punt v. Symons (1903, 2 Ch. 506) not 
followed.” That case is not referred to in the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal. It was a decision of Byrne, J. He granted an 
injunction to restrain the holding of a meeting to confirm as a special 
resolution a resolution for altering articles on the ground that the 
directors had issued fresh shares to gain control of the voting powers 
which they were then attempting to use. Whether the decision is 
correct is open to considerable doubt, but it is not touched by the 
recent decision of the Court of Appeal. In the course of his judg- 
ment Byrne, J., said: ‘‘I consider that the principle of the decision 
in Allen v. Gold Reefs of West Africa applies to a case between the 
company and an outside party on a separate contract, as well as to a 
case between a company and a shareholder on the contract contained 
in the articles.” This view is inconsistent with the Court of Appeal’s 
decision —BAILEY v. BRITISH EQUITABLE ASSURANCE Co. (C. A., Feb. 
10) (1904, 1 Ch. 374), 


Debentures—Income Tax.—Debenture trust deeds commonly 
provide that the proceeds of sale, after providing for costs, charges, 
and expenses, and the remuneration of the trustees, shall be applied 
in payment of arrears of interest, and then in payment of principal. 
Where the proceeds were insufficient to pay even the whole of the 
principal due, it was held that the provision for payment first of 
interest was inserted for the benefit ofthe debenture-holders and not of 
the Inland Revenue, and that they might elect to have principal paid 
off first, thus escaping liability to pay the income tax which would 
have been demandable if part of the proceeds had been accepted as 
interest.—Smirn v. LAW GUARANTEE AND Trust Socrery (Byrne, J., 
Feb. 12) (1904, 1 Ch. 500). 








The Treasurer and Benchers of the Middle Temple entertained the 
members of that society and their friends at a garden party on the 
8th inst. The band of the Coldstream Guards played iu the gardens. 


The Bill for the Repatriation of Criminal Aliens, introduced in the 
House of Commons by Sir Howard Vincent, in association with Mr. Forde 
Ridley, Sir Ernest Flower, Mr. Runciman, Mr. Herbert Robertson, Mr. 
Trevelyan, Sir Carne Rasch, and Colonel Pilkington, consists, says the 
Times Parliamentary correspondent, of four operative clauses. The first 
is practically clause 3 of the abandoned Government measure. The second 
makes it unlawful for any person convicted of crime ina foreiga ec ountry 
within the scope of any extradition treaty to be found within the United 
Kingdom, and empowers a court of summary jurisdiction to repatriate 
such person upon proof of the conviction and that it was not in respect of 
any political offence. The third makes it an offence for a person to be 
found within the United Kingdom after the expiration of the time fixed 
by the court for him to leave the country. The fourth enables the 
Secretary of State to pay the expenses of repatriation of any alien against 
whom an order is made, or of any alien convict or prisoner released on 
condition of his leaving the country. In view of the fact that alien 
prisoners are costing British ae something like £30,000 a year, the 
promoters of the Bill hope to induce Parliament to pass it through its 
various stages without opposition. 
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Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re JOHNSTON FOREIGN PATENTS CO. (LIM.). Re JOHNSTON DIE 
PRESS CO. (LIM.). 2: JOHNSTONIA ENGRAVING CO. (LIM.). THE 
J. P. TRUST (LIM.) AND OTHERS v, THE ABOVE-NAMED 
COMPANIES. No. 2. 20th and 2lst June. 


Company—WInNDING trp—DeEnenttrses Issugp py THREE CoMPANIES JOINTLY 
anp Severatty—To ne Appiiep 1n Part ror Eacn Company—VALIDITY 
—Lievuimation Procerpincs—ULTRA VIREs. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. The facts were as 
follows: The application was for the purpose of determining the validity 
of certain debentures which had been issued purporting to be jointly 
and severally debentures given by the three different companies above 
named. ‘The three defendant companies were all promoted and con- 
trolled by one man, and were incorporated as limited companies under 
the Companies Acts, they had the same set of directors, secretary, and 
business offices. In 1901, being in financial difficulties, it was proposed, 
on the advice of the companies’ solicitor, that it would be a very good 
plan, as the affairs of each company were so mixed up with the other 
two, to raise money for the purposes of al] the companies by issuing joint 
debentures, these joint debentures to be issued by the directors of the 
three companies. The solicitor stated in an affidavit that he believed the 
debentures could be legally issued. Accordingly board meetings of each 
company were held, which were the same for all the companies, when it 
was resolved by the directors to issue in conjunction with the other two 
companies twenty-five first mortgage debentures of £1,000 each to be 
secured upon the joint property and assets, undertakings, and businesses 
of the three companies, to be repayable on or before the 30th of June, 
1902, with a bonus of £50 on each £1,000 debenture, and to carry interest 
in the meantime at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum ; at a later meeting 
it was resolved that all such moneys received should be paid into a special 
banking account to be opened with the London City and Midland Bank, 
to be called ‘‘The Johnston Companies Debenture Account,” and 
that from time to time as occasion arose the three companies 
should be financed from the said account, but that every pay- 
ment thereout should be sanctioned in writing by a committee of persons 
therein named, which were the directors of the companies. Each company 
had under its memorandum and articles of association power to raise money 
by the issue of debentures. Accordingly joint debentures were issued by 
the companies. They were headed with the names of the companies issuing 
them, and were debenture mortgages for £1,000 each, and purported to 
be issued by the companies, which respectively charged their several 
undertakings and all other their present and future properties and assets 
Then followed certain conditions, one of which was that the debentures so 
issued were floating charges. In point of fact the debentures were issued 
to one man, and one of £1,000 to the solicitor of the company, who trans- 
ferred it to the J. P. Trust (Limited). The amount received by the deben- 
tures was proportioned between the various companies. An action was 
brought by the plaintiffs on behalf of themselves and all other the deben- 
ture-holders of the various companies claiming a declaration that they and 
all other the debenture-holders were entitled to a joint charge upon the 
several undertakings of the companies, and their present and future 
properties and assets, and that a receiver might be appointed to 
protect their interests. By au order dated the 13th of March, 1902, 
judgment was given by consent, and it was ordered that they were so 
entitled, and a receiver was appointed. Subsequently the companies were 
compulsorily wound up, and the official receiver was appointed the 
liquidator for each company. The liquidator took out a summons for a 
declaration that the debentures so issued were invalid and void and ultra 
vires the companies and each of them, and that the said debentures should 
be delivered up to be cancelled. Byrne, J., before whom the matter came, 
held that the transaction was w/ird vires and void, and that the debenture- 
holders could not rely upon their security in the winding up, and he 
ordered that the debentures should be delivered up to be cancelled. ‘The 
plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Covet (Vavcnan Wiiiams, Romer, and Cozens-Hanpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vavucuan Witurams, L.J.—This is a summons in liquidation proceedings, 
and the liquidator desires to have certain debentures which had been issued 
declared to be void and ordered to be given up to be cancelled. Byrne, J., 
has, I understand, made an order to the effect asked for by the liquidator. 
We have to consider whether that order was right or not. Now, what we 
have got before us here is the debenture itself, and we have got before us 
the statement of the liquidator in his affidavit. But before I deal with 
this case in the light ot this debenture, I should like at once to deal with 
@ point which has been made. [His lordship read article 14, clause D, 
of the articles of association of the Johnston Foreign Patents Co. 
(Limited), with reference to their powers.] I have no doubt from the 
affidavits that these three companies were each in want of money, in a 
sense which I am entitled to assume, in the absence of any suggestion by 
the liquidator that the moneys were otherwise spent, was in fact for intra 
vires purposes. They had debts and liabilities and were desirous of dis- 
charging them. Now, the man who had always financed these companies 
declined to do so when asked, and thereupon this suggestion of 
the issue of debentures is made. It occurred to the legal adviser of 
the companies that it would be a good plan to have one set of 
debentures issued jointly. I think that their ultimate object was to 
raise money sufficient to meet the financial wants. of each company, 
but that asa matter of machinery it was thought better that the security 








should take this form. The ultimate result of this issue was that each one 
of these companies got into its coffers from the pockets of the persons to 
whom the debentures were issued, a sum of money, which in my judgment 
ought to be treated as if it had been advanced rateably by each one of 
these lenders to these companies in such a way that if any one of the three 
companies were insolvent, or unable to pay the amounts which were advanced 
by each individual debenture-holder, should be treated as being divided 
rateably between the two solvent companies and the insolvent company. [ 
am only dealing with the present case upon the basis that this issue by the 
companies jointly was ultrd vires. Under all the circumstances of the 

I think that, although the several companies undoubtedly purport on the 
face of the debenture to do things, which for the purpose of my present 
judgment, I am holding to be ultra vires, yet I think that we ought to hold 
that this debenture stands good as a security for these moneys, which 
have come from the pockets of the debenture-holders, and have been 
received and enjoyed by the companies respectively. I think that the 
principle is very well stated in the judgment of Willes, C.J., in Wilkinson 
v. Tranmer (Willes Reps. 682, 2 Wilson Reps. 75, p. 78). I think here that 
although the machinery was wrong, the machinery was something in part 
beyond the powers of the company, and that we ought to prevent injustice 
by holding here that this security is a good security, in so far as the 
moneys of the debenture-holders have come into the coffers of each 
company for purposes which were intra vires and have been so employed, 
I think this appeal ought to be allowed. 

Romer and Cozens-Harvy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CounsuL, Upjohn, K.C., and Beddall ; Buckmaster, K.C., and E£, A, 
Nepean. Soxricrrors, Pakeman § Read ; Blundell, Gordon, § Co. 

{Reported by A. R. Taytour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re BEST (DECEASED), JARVIS v. BIRMINGHAM CORPORATION. 
Farwell, J. 9th July. 


Wiu1i—Cuariry—Vatipity or Gier— CaARITABLE AND BENEVOLENT.” 


Adjourned summons. By his will dated the 12th of June, 1899, the 
testator in this case, after making certain other bequests and,dispositions, 
gave, devised, and bequeathed all the residue of his real and personal 
estate to trustees upon trust to sell and convert the same, and out of the 
proceeds of such sale and conversion to pay all the testator’s debts and 
legacies, and the testator gave and bequeathed all the residue of such 
proceeds’of sale after payment of such debts and legacies as aforesaid 
unto the Lord Mayor and Corporation of the City of Birmingham upon 
trust to apply the same and the income thereof in aid of such charitable and 
benevolent institutions in the City of Birmingham and the midland counties, 
including any educational establishment which was subject to a public 
subscription, in such manner and in euch proportion as the said Lord 
Mayor and General Purposes Committee for the time being of the said 
corporation should in their sole discretion from time to time determine and 
direct. The said testator died on the 1st of June, 1903, and his said will was 
duly proved by the executors therein named. ‘The pres-nt application was 
made by the trustees of the said will to determine if the said gift was valid 
or not. It was submitted on behalf of the Birmingham Corporation that 
while a gift to ‘‘ charitable or benevolent’’ objects had been held to be 
bad, a gift to ‘“‘charitable and benevolent ’’ objects had never been 80 
held, and that ia this case ‘“ benevolent” was governed by the word 
‘* charity,’’ and limited rather than extended its meaning, and that conse- 
quently the gift was good as a charitable bequest. Re Sutton, Stone v. The 
Attorney-General (28 Ch. D. 464), was relied on. It was contended by the 
next-of-kin of the testator that the gift was void for uncertainty, inasmuch 
as the word ‘‘ benevolent ’’ extended the scope of the gift to objects other 
than those comprised by the word ‘ charity ’’ used in its legal sense. — 

Farweit, J., held that the gift in question was good as a charitable 
bequest, there b-ing no uncertainty on the true construction of the will. 
The learned judge further held that the present case was covered by Ke 
Sutton, S'one v. The Attorney-General (28 Ch. D. 464).—Counsex, Hewett ; 
Preston ; Methold and Parker. Soxscrrous, Sharp § Preston ; Stow, Preston, 
§ Lyttelton; The Treasury Solicitor. 

[Reported by H. Wotcorr Warver, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


SHARPINGTON ». FULHAM GUARDIANS. Farwell, J. 5th and 6th 
July. 


Burtpinc AGREEMENT —Puniic AUTHORITY —DAMAGES —PUBLIC AUTHORITIES 
Prorection Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 61), 5s. 1 (A)—Poor Law 
(Payment or Dents) Act, 1859 (22 & 23 Vicr. c. 49), ss. 1 anv 4. 


‘This was an action against the defendants by the plaintiff, a builder, 
under a building agreement dated the 18th of January, 1900, tor damages 
in respect of negligence on the part of the defendants. ‘I'he defendants, 
it was alleged, caused damage to the plaintiff by delay in giving him m- 
structions as to the work and by frequently making changes in the 
character of the work to be executed. ‘The defendants in entering into 
the contract were acting under statutory authority. The work was com 
pleted on the 3rd of May, 1901, and on the 9th of April, 1902, the 
plaintiff made a demand for the defendants to consent to arbitratio 
according to the terms of the contract, in respect of the extra sum claime 
by him. ‘The defendants admitted the facts, but relied on the Publi¢ 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893, s. 1 (a), which provides that wher 
after the commencement of that Act any action, prosecution, or other 
proceeding is commenced in the United Kingdom against aly 
person for ahy act done in pursuance or execution or intended executioa 
of any Act of Parliament, or of any public duty or authority, or in res 
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ofany alleged neglect or default in the execution of any such act, duty, or 
authority, the following provisions shall have effect, viz.: The action, 
rosecution, or proceeding shall not lie or be instituted unlessitis commenced 
within six months next after the act, neglect, or default complained of, or 
in the case of the continuance of injury or damage within six months next 
after the ceasing thereof. In the alternative the defendants relied on the 
Poor Law (Payment of Debts) Act, 1859, ss. 1 and 4, which provide (section 
}) that any debt, claim, or demand which may be lawfully incurred hy the 
ians of any union shall be paid within the half year in which the 
same shall have been incurred or within three months thereafter, but not 
afterwards, the commencement of such half-year to be reckoned from the 
time when the last half-year’s account shall or ought to have been closed ; 
and further (section 4), if any person claiming any debt or demand shall 
thereafter commence proceedings in any court of law or equity or other com- 
petent authority within the time thereinbefore limited, and shall with due 
diligence prosecute such proceedings to judgment or other final settlement, 
such judgmentshall be satisfied by the guardians against whom the same may 
have been brought, notwithstanding that such judgment may be recovered 
or such final settlement arrived at after the expiration of the period there- 
inbefore provided. The question to be decided was whether, in view of 
the provisions of the above-mentioned Acts, and having regard to the fact 
that the plaintiff had taken no proceedings till after the expiration of the 
jods respectively provided thereby, the plaintiff could recover as against 
the defendants. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that the 
provisions of section 1 (a) of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, 
did not apply, for although the contract was entered into by the 
defendants in performance of a public duty, the carrying out of 
the terms of contract was a private duty to the plaintiff: Midland 
Railway Co. v. Local Board for the District of Withington (11 
Q. B. D. 788) and Davies v. Corporation of Swansea (8 Ex. Rep. 808). 
With regard to sections 1 and 4 of the Poor Law (Payment of Debts) Act, 
1859, Midland Railway v. Edmonton Guardians (1895, A. C. 485), Guardians 
of West Ham v. Churchwardens of St. Matthew, Bethnal Green (1896, A. C. 
477), and Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co. v. Guardians of 
Doncaster (45 W. R. 82; 1897, 1 Q. B. 117) were relied on. It was sub- 
mitted on behalf of the defendants that section 1 (a) of the Public 
Authorities’ Protection Act, 1893, must be construed strictly, and all acts 
done under the contract were in pursuance of a public duty, and 
consequently within the Act. 

Farwe.t, J., in givin; ,udgment, said that as regards the point raised 
under the Public Author: «s’ Protection Act, 1893, there seemed to be no 
decision which exactly covered the present case, but he was of opinion 
that this was an attempt ¢» carry the provisions of the Act too far, and that 
the defendants were not entitled to protection under the provisions of that 
Act; as to the question whether sections 1 and 4 of the Poor Law (Payment 
of Debts) Act, 1859, applied, the learned judge held that the present case 
was covered by the authorities, and that the Act did not apply. 
Judgment for the plaintiff.—Counset, Upjohn, K.C., and Beddall; Butcher, 
K.C., and Hudson. Soxicrrors, Booth & Smee; T. Blanco White. 

{Reported by H. Wotcorr Warner, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re CLUTTERBUCK’S SETTLEMENT. BLOXAM v. CLUTTERBUCK. 
Buckley, J. 12th July. 


Magriace, SerrteMeNt—Covenant to Serrte AFTeR-AcQUIRED Prorperty— 
Ar Onz AND THE Same Tiwe’’—Investep Savincs—Construction. 


By indenture of settlement in 1863, made upon the intended marriage 
ofthe Reverend J. B. Clutterbuck and Catherine P. Cresswell, afterwards 
Mrs. Clutterbuck, a sum of £3,500 was assigned to the trustees in trust 
for Mrs. Clutterbuck for life for her separate use, without power of antici- 
pation, and after her death for Mr. Clutterbuck for life, and after his 
death for the children of the marriage as therein mentioned. And it was 
thereby agreed and declared that if during the coverture Mrs. Clutter- 
buck, or her husband in her right, ‘‘ at one and the same time, and from one 
and the same source, shall become seised or possessed of or entitled to 
any real or personal property of the value of £200 or upwards, for any 
estate or interest whatsoever in possession, reversion, remainder, or 
expectancy ’’ (except certain articles mentioned), then Mrs. and Mr. 
Clutterbuck should convey and assign the same to the trustees of the 
settlement upon the trusts declared concerning the sum of £3,500. ‘The 
marriage took place the next day, and there were children of the 
marriage. Mrs. Clutterbuck from time to time made savings out of the 
come of the sum of £3,500 which she received from the trustees of the 
settlement. These savings amounted in 1894 to £300 or upwards. In 
1894 Mrs, Clutterbuck invested this sum of £300 with other moneys in the 
purchase of certain freehold property. Under these circumstances the 
trustees of the settlement took out this summons against Mrs. Clutterbuck 
asking whether they were entitled, under the agreement for the settlement 
: — and after-acquired property contained in the marriage settlement, 
Sie & conveyance from Mrs. Clutterbuck of the hereditaments conveyed 
get in 1804. “In Re Bendy (43 W. R. 345; 1895, 1 Ch, 109) Kekewich, J., 
ad decided under a similar covenant that property bought with ‘the 
proceeds of sale of property excepted from the settlement was within 
J ant, while in Finlay v. Darling (41 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 405, 45 
toll . 445; 1897, 1 Ch. 719) Romer, J., had on similar facts refused to 
Oow Re Bendy, and had decided the other way. 

Buckie, J.—The right of Mrs, Clutterbuck to the income which she 
tated arose under the settlement, and she did not get it during the 
— hese accuutulations therefore do not fall within the covenant. 
ey the same way she did not become entitled to the land Pp 

the accumulations of income at the date of the purchase within the 
895 of the covenant. ‘This is shewn by Churchill v. Denny (23 W. R. 
» L.R. 20 Eq. 534). ‘There is another thing fatal to the claim of the 





trustees. The sum of £300 did not arise ‘‘at one and the same time.’’ 
I have been referred to the case of Re Bendy. But the decision of Romer, 
J., in Finlay v. Darling is in direct conflict with that of Kekewich, J., in 
Re Bendy. And in Finlay v. Darling the words ‘“‘at one and the same 
time ’’ did not occur ; but in the absence of those words Romer, J., decided 
as he did. With that decision I respectfully agree. I hold that the 
trustees of the settlement are not entitled to have a conveyance of the 
land purchased by Mrs. COlutterbuck.—CounseL, Cruickshank ; H. B. 
Howard; T. Douglas. So.scrrors, Bloram, Ellison, § Co. 


‘Reported by Nevitie Tessutt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


MANNERS »v. ST. DAVID’S GOLD AND COPPER MINES (LIM.) AND 
THE ST. DAVID’S GOLD MINES. Joyce, J. 12th July. 


Company—ReconstRucTION-eSALE TO New Company—APPLICATION FOR 
Suares 1x New Company — ApprRopriATION By New Company oF 
Unciarmep Suares—Ricuts or SHAREHOLDERS oF OLtp Company— 
Forreirvure or SHares—UtrraA Vires—Comranies Act, 1862, s. 161. 


Metion for an injunction. The defendant company, the St. David’s Gold 
and Copper Mines (Limited), was formed in the year 1898 with a capital of 
£60,000. In its memorandum and articles of association powers were 
given to it inter alia to sell or dispose of the whole or any of its property, 
and to accept in payment money or wholly or partly shares, whether 
wholly or partly paid up ; to distribute its shares in specie either by way 
of dividend or otherwise. It was also provided in the articles that it shall 
be lawful for the liquidator upon any reconstruction, amalgamation, or 
modification of the company. to accept shares in any other company in 
payment for the business and property of this company or any part 
thereof, and to distribute the same among the members of this company in 
exchange for their shares in this company ; and it was further provided 
by section 116 of the articles that no member should have the rights given 
to a dissentient member by section 161 of the Companies Act, 1862, but 
should be bound to accept in exchange for his shares the shares appro- 
priated to him in such other company, or he should be entitled 
to give notice to the company to sell the shares so appropriated to him 
and pay to him the net proceeds. The company, after a short period of 
prosperity, was forced for financial reasons to reconstruct itself, and for 
that purpose a sale was entered into with a new company formed for the 
purpose of taking over the old company. Towards the carrying out of 
the new formation, resolutions were passed by the company confirming 
the sale and providing for the distribution in specie of shares in the 
purchasing company, ‘‘The St. David's Gold Mines (Limited),’’ which 
shares formed part of the consideration for the sale. It was also resolved 
that shares not accepted within a certain time should be deemed to have 
been refused, and that the shares so refused should be sold by the 
liquidator and the proceeds applied to the discharge of the debts of the 
company. The plaintiff had notice of all the proceedings towards carrying 
out the eale and reconstruction, but in no way opposed or interfered. He 
now asked for an injunction to restrain the St. David’s Gold and Copper 
Mines from parting with the assets of the company without making proper 
provision for the payment or satisfaction to him of his distributive share 
in the assets of the company. ‘The questions for the court to decide were— 
(1) whether the company had acted ultra vires ; (2) whether the rights ofa 
shareholder to a distributive share in the assets could be defeated, save 
under section 161 of the Companies’ Act, 1862, by virtue of the memo- 
randum and articles of association of the company. 

Joyce, J., after stating the facts, said the agreement contemplated a 
winding up of the company, but it was admitted that the sale was not 
carried through under section 161 of the Companies Act, 1862, which 
section gave certain rights to dissentient members. The only authority, if 
any, therefore, must be found in the provisions of the memorandum of 
association, or in the definition therein of the objects of thecompany. His 
lordship then referred to the provisions of the memorandum, stating the 
objects and powers of the company, including sale, &c., and especially to 
article 116, which he held to be clearly invalid in view of the authorities : 
Baring Gould v. Sharpington Combined Pick and Shovel Syndicate (1899, 2 Ch. 80) 
and Payne v. Cork Co. (1900, 1 Ch. 308). The question, therefore, 
was whether the power in the memorandum to accept shares in payment 
and to distribute the same in specie comprised or conferred an authority 
to sell upon the terms of the agreement of the 23rd of July, 1903. 
Those terms contained no such provision as was contained in article 116, 
and if they could be lawfully imposed a dissentient member would have 
no such right as section 161 would have given him. His lordship was 
therefore of opinion that the memorandum of association did not confer 
the needful authority. It certainly did not expressly authorize what was 
proposed to be done, nor was such an arrangement reasonably necessary 
for the exercise of such powers as were expressly conferred. In other 
words, the requisite authority could not be found there, and if so it did not 
exist at all. ‘The arrangement was really a sale in exchange for an option 
to the members to take shares upon which there was a considerable 
liability, and which members could nét be compelled to take the conse- 
quences of refusal being the loss by the refusing member of his existing 
paid-up shares. It was obviously and avowedly a device to compel the 
members among them to provide additional capital when no further calls 
could be made. It was not a good device at law, and the proposed mode 
of treating dissentient members was not reasonable, unless they had 
expressly contracted to subject themselves to such treatment. lt was 
said that this was a case of first impression and not covered by authority. 
His lordship did not see his way to decide that persons holding shares 
upon the terms of the memorandum and articles in question could, with- 
out their consent, be dealt with as proposed in the sent case. If 
n so to decide, as at present advised his 1} ip thought the 
agreement wltrd vires. Consequently the applicant was entitled to the 
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injunction for which he asked.—Covnset, Hamilton, K.C.; Younger, K.C. ; 
Hughes, K.C.; Tsndal Robertson; Eastwood; Kirby. Soxicrrors, Pettit § 
Valentine ; Trinder, Capron, § Co. 

[Reported by Atrrep C. Tuomas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


PEASE v. COURTNEY. Swinfen Eady, J. 6th, 7th, and 8th July. 


Serrtep Lanp—Powers or Tenant ror LirE—RestRicTIons ~AGREEMENT 
For Lease—Parxk—‘‘ Usvatty Occurrep’’ with Mansion-HovSE— 
Easement—Settiep Lanp Acts, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), s. 6, AND 
1890 (58 & 54 Vicr. c. 69), s. 10. 


Trial of an action brought by tenant for life and infant remainderman 
to recover possession of a farm of which the defendants were in possession 
under an agreement fora lease entered into by a former tenant for life. 
The plaintiffs alleged that the agreement was void under section 10 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1890, since it included a park of more than twenty-five 
acres usually occupied with the principal mansion-house, and had been 
entered into without the consent of the trustees or an order of the court, 
and also because it purported to grant an easement over the principal 
mansion-house, there being a provision for the gratuitous supply of 
water to the farm from a tower belonging to the mansion. The 
defendants contended that if section 10 had reference only toa park usually 
oceupied with the mansion-house, then this park was not within it, 
since the settlor had from time to time let it to various tenants retaining 
no rights over it for himself; but if the words ‘‘ usually occupied’’ were 
not to be read as qualifying ‘‘ park,’’ then they said the land in question 
was not a park in the legal sense, and therefore the section did not apply. 
They said the supply of water was necessary for the enjoyment of the 
farm, and was in the nature of an improvement under section 25 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, in which section no limit was imposed. They 
counterclaimed against the plaintiff tenant for life for specific performance 
by the grant of a lease for the whole of the premises, or in the alternative 
for such part as the late tenant for life might be found to have had power 
to let, with abatement of rent in respect of the remainder, and they also 
counterclaimed (in case of dispossession) against the estate of the late 
tenant for life on the ground that it was the duty of such tenant for life 
to obtain the consent of the trustees, and that the agreement for a lease 
was an agreement to grant a valid lease, so that there had been a breach 
of contract. 

Swivren Eapy, J., held that the words “‘ usually occupied therewith ’’ 
in section 10 qualified only the preceding words “‘ lands (if any) ’ and not 
the other preceding words, ‘‘ pleasure grounds and park,’’ and therefore 
the restriction on letting applied to a park whether it was or was not 
usually occupied with the mansion-house, though if it had been necessary 
in the present case to decide the question he should have said the park was 
so occupied, for he had come to the conclusion that the settlor had never 
let it but had kept it in hand till his death, only parting with the right to 
graze. But it was contended on behalf of the defendants that this was not 
a park within the section, which, it was said, contemplated an ancient legal 
park as known to the common law. It seemed, however, abundantly clear 
that the word ‘‘ park’’ in the Act was not used in the legal or technical 
sense, but according to common parlance, i.c., as given in the Imperial 
Dictionary (definition 2). In the present case the park answered that 
description, it was over 25 acres in extent, and it was therefore within the 
restriction. The agreement was also invalid by reason of the easement. 
The obligation to supply water to the farm would necessitate pumping at 
a time when the mansion was unoccupied, and this was a burden which the 
tenant for life hadnoright toimpose. It was true that the letting of ease- 
ments was not expressly forbidden by section 10, but it had been decided in 
Sutherland v. Sutherland (42 W. R. 12, [1893] 3 Ch. 169) that the section had 
the same operation and effect as if the words in section 6 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, commencing “‘ or any easement ’’ had been repeated init. It 
followed that the plaintiffs were entitled to a declaration that the agreement 
for a lease was invalid, and to recover possession of the land. The counter- 
claim, so far as it related to specific performance of the agreement as a 
whole, of course failed, and the defendants did not desire a lease of part of 
the land without the supply of water. As tothe counterclaim for damages, 
his lordship held there had been no breach of duty by the late tenant for 
life. The defendants never stipulated for the right to investigate the title. 
They never applied for a lease, and if they had obtained one it could only 
have contained qualified covenants for title such as would not have 
availed them against remaindermen. There had been no total failure of 
consideration, for the defendants had been in occupation for nearly two 
years. The counterclaim wholly failed and would be dismissed with 
coste.—CounseL, Micklem, K.C., and E. Ff. Ball; Cave, K.C., and J. Rolt ; 
Eve, K.C., and A. C. Clauson, Sortcrrons, Hughes, Hooker, § Co. ; Powell & 
Rogers, for E. R. Longeroft, Havant ; Collyer-Bristow & Co. 

| Reported by R. Hix, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


HARRIS v, BOOTS CASH CHEMISTS (SOUTHERN) (LIM.). 
Warrington, J. 30th June. 


LaxpLorp axp Tyxant—Covenant Not to Maxe Atterations Witnovut 
Consent—Baracn ny Assigner—Manpatory Inyunctrion—Covenant 
“to Pervornm any Onserve ’’—Necative Covenant. 


The plaintiffs, who were lessees for a term of thirty years under a lease 
of October, 1902, covenanted therein with the lessor that they would not 
at any time during the said term ‘‘ make any alteration or addition whatso- 
ever ’’ to the premises demised, without the previous approval in writin 
of the lessor. By a deed of June, 1903, the plaintiffs assigned the sai 
premises to the defendants for the unexpi residue of the said term, 
subject to the covenants and conditions contained in the said lease, and the 
defendants therein covenanted with the plaintiffs during the residue of the 
eaid term to ‘‘ observe and perform the said covenants and conditions”’ 








and to indemnify the plaintiffs from and against all claims and demang 
on account of the same. The defendants subsequently made alterationsip 
the said premises without the previous approval of the plaintiffs. In thiy 
action the plaintiffs claimed a mandatory order on the defendants tp 
remove the alterations and restore the said premises to their origing) 
condition. 

Waxrincton, J., adopted the dicta of the Court of Appeal in Re Poole ang 
Clarke’s Contract (48 Souicrrors’ Journat, 588 ; 1904, W. N. 133), and held 
that a covenant of this kind, which was in the form invariably adopted o 
a sale of leaseholds, was given for the purpose of indemnity only. Th 
plaintiffs were therefore not entitled as of right and as covenantees in the 
deed of June, 1903, specifically to enforce the negative covenants contained 
in the original lease, though they were entitled to indemnity if the lesgor 
sued them as lessees for breach or for any damage he might have sug. 
tained. Here the lessor had not sued the plaintiffs for damages. The 
assignee’s covenant ‘‘to perform and observe’’ the covenants in the 
original lease was not a negative covenant within the rule which compelled 
the court to grant an injunction to restrain a breach of it, when a breach 
was once proved. Action dismissed.—CovnseL, Cave, K.C., and Curtis 
Price ; Rowden, K.C., and Maugham. Soutcrrors, Nye, Moreton, § Clowes, 
for J. K. Nye § Treacher, Brighton ; Tyrrel Lewis, Lewis, §& Broadbent. 

{Reported by Percy H. Winrietp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
SIMPSON v. PARSONS. Div. Court. 5th July. 


Practice—Costrs—Action Remirrep to County Courtr—Less THAN £50 
Crarmep—Covunty Courts Act, 1888, ss. 65, 116. 


Appeal by defendant from a decision of his Honour Judge Addison, 
sitting at Southwark County Court, affirming an order of the registrar as to 
costs in an action remitted under section 65 of the County Court Adt, 
1888, from the High Court. The action was brought in the High Cour 
under a contract to recover the price of goods sold and delivered, a sum 
more than £20 but less than £50 being claimed, ‘The action was remitted 
under order 14, the defendant paying £15 into court as a condition of leave 
to defend. In the county court, judgment for the full amount claimed on 
the writ was entered for the plaintiff with costs. When the costs were 
taxed the defendant took the point that since less than £50 was claimed, 
and having regard to the nature of the claim the action could properly 
have been originally brought in the county court, and therefore section 
116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, decided what costs could be recovered, 
and the provisions of section 65 as to costs did not apply (p. 52 
of the C. C. P.), except as modified by section 116. By ord 
33, r. 1, pleadings and other documents filed in the High Cout 
are to be lodged in the county court and are to take the place 
of the ordinary plaint, particulars of claim, &c. So soon as the order 
remitting the case is lodged with the registrar, the High Court has 
no longer jurisdiction in the matter, except by way of appeal (Harris 
v. Judge, 1892, 2 Q. B. 567), and the registrar can only tax in accordance 
with the scales of costs in Part IV. of the Appendix: see ord. 53, r. 1. The 
registrar disallowed all the costs incurred in the High Court, and in 
place allowed a sum of £3 2s, 6d., made up as follows : £1 15s. 6d.—being 
for preparing particulars of claim, 7s.; service of summons, including 
copy, 5s.; instructions to sue, 6s. 8d. ; affidavit of debt, 6s. 8d. ; entering 
plaint, 6s. 8d. ; letter before action, 3s. 6d.—together with 5s. for mileage 
and £1 2s. court fees, payable for the issue of a default summons, totalling 
£3 2s. 6d. The registrar then allowed (inter alia) fee for attending to enter 
and lodging papers, 13s. 4d., and £1 1s. fee paid, holding that the plain 
tiff’s solicitor was entitled to these fees on the same principle as he was 
entitled to the hearing fee, and these two items did not appear in the cost 
allowed by him in accordance with Wilson v. Statham (1891, 2 Q. B. 261). 
He also allowed £119s for taking out summons in the High Court for the 
money in that court to be paid to the plaintiff and expenses connected there 
with, expressing the opinion that inasmuch as the condition on which th: 
defendant obtained leave to defend the action was the payment into th 
High Court of £15, and that sum could not be obtained out of the High 
Court without the issue of the summons, the plaintiff was entitled to thow 
costs as part of the fruits of his judgment. The registrar added this note: 
‘* Tf the items for the summons are allowed the master’s order will carry4 
term fee of 15s."": Myers v. Isaacs (33 Souicrrors’ Jovanat, 201, W. % 
1889, 9). The county court judge having substantially affirmed te 
registrar, the defendant appealed. For the defendant it was submitted,# 
to the items of 13s. 4d. and £1 1s., that they were not costs which woull 
have been incurred if the action had been originally commenced in 
county court, and therefore came within the disallowance in section 1160 
the County Courts Act. That as to the items amounting to £1 19s. for 
the summons, these costs having. been incurred in the High Coutt, 
and after the action was transferred to the county court, the reg 
trar had no power to allow the same, and*if a summons was nec 
sary to take the money out of court the master should have # 
directed. Further, the registrar had no power to award or ass 
the costs of a High Court order which was silent as to 
As to the term fee of 15s. there was nothing to carry the sal 
the order having been obtained after judgment and in the same tem 
For the plaintiff it was contended that the two items for entering 
remitted action were necessarily and actually incurred and paid, and® 
also were the items in respect of taking the money out of the High 
As to the latter items it might be said, the action in the High Court beilg 
at an end, that the master had no power to even make the order 
payment out (Harris v. Judge). If, then, the defendants were party t 
irregular proceedings they could not object to the costs incidental ther 
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Obviously the Legislature had made no provision for such circumstances, 
and accordingly section 113 of the County Courts Act applied, and these 
costs were allowable as costs ‘‘ not herein otherwise provided for.” It was 
therefore submitted that a serious injustice would be done to plaintiffs in 
these actions if they were penalised to the extent sought by the defendant, 
and that the court should exercise its discretion on the principle laid down 
by Wills, J., in Aston Tube Works v. Dumbell (1904, 1 K. B., p. 544). 

Tae Covet (Lord Atverstonez, C.J., and Kennepy, J.) held that the 
costs were governed by section 116, following the rule in White v. Cohen 
(1893, 1 Q. B. 580). That section enacted that no more costs could be 
recovered in a remitted action in the county court than could have been 
claimed had the action been originally brought in the county court. Here 
the registrar had not exercised any discretion in the matter, and had 
allowed 13s. 4d. for attending and lodging papers, and £1 1s. court fee, 
because the same appeared as fees in the e that could. be charged, 
although under section 116 there was no jurisdiction to allow more costs 
than the plaintiff would have been entitled to had he commenced the action 
originally in the county court. If section 116 only related to actions 
which remained in the High Court the difficulty in the respondent’s way 
would have been removed. The same principle applied to the costs of the 
payment out, and there did not seem to be any force, in this case, in the 
argument ab inconvenienti, ‘The appeal was therefore allowed as to all the 
items objected to, with costs.—Counser, Turrell; W. 8. M. Knight. 
Souicrtoas, Morris § Pickards ; Alex Ross. 


| Reported by Ensxzxe Rew, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |] 
BROOKS v. BAGSHAW. Div. Court. 8th July. 


ApvLTERATION—ARTICLE PurcuAsep ror Test Purposes—MiLk—TiM_E For 
InserruTiInc Prosecution—Layinc or InrorMATION AND IssvE oF A 
Summons—SaLe or Foop anp Drvas Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vicr. c. 51), 
s. 19. 


Case stated by justices of Norwich on.an information by the appellant 
Brooks, an inspector under the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, against the 
respondent Bagshaw, for selling milk which, it was alleged had been 
adulterated with 43 per cent. of added water. At the hearing the 
respondent took the preliminary objection that the prosecution was out of 
time, it not having been instituted within twenty-eight days from the time 
of the purchase as required by section 19 (1) of the Sale of Food and Drugs 
Act, 1899. The facts were these: The information was laid on the 23rd 
of January, 1904, and the summons was issued on that day and made 
returnable on the 11th of February. The summons should have been 
served not later than the 27th of January to comply with section 19 (2) of 
the Act, but was not served until the 29th of January. By reason of this 
defective service the case was not proceeded with on the return day, and, 
on the application of the complainant, a fresh summons, dated the 11th of 
February, was issued on the information laid on the 23rd of January by 
the same justices, returnable on the 3rd of March. The respondent 
appeared in answer to the last summons, and contended that the prosecu- 
tion not having been instituted within the prescribed time could not be 
proceeded with. Insupport of this objection it was argued that the laying 
of the information alone was not an instituting of proceedings within 
section 19 of the Act, and that what was required by the section was not 
only the laying of the information, but also service of the summons, 
within twenty-eight days from the date of the alleged offence. The justices 
upheld the objection, and the complainant appealed. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., in giving judgment, said he regretted that no 
one had appeared for the respondent, because the question was not exactly 
covered by the decision in Beardley v. Giddings (1904, 1 K. B. 847), which 
had been relied on by the appellant’s counsel. The question in the 
present case was whether there was any valid objection to the summons 
being issued more than twenty-eight days after the date of the alleged 
offence, the information being laid within twenty-eight days. In Beardley 
v. Giddings it happened that the summons was issued on the same day as 
the information was laid, and the court there held that the governing 
condition was the commencement of the proceedings. Wills, J., there 
said that he always understood that in criminal proceedings the com- 
mencement of them was the laying of the information. Ever since Ex 
parte Fielding (25 J. P. 759) it seemed to have been held that on a valid 
information a series of summonses could be issued unless there had been a 
determination on the merits. The information being laid in proper time, 
the issue of the second summons on the 11th of February was not too late, 
and the appeal would therefore be allowed and the case remitted to the 
justices to hear and determine. 

Kenyepy and Puitumore, JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. 
Judgment accordingly.—Counsex, E. E. Wild. Soutcrrors, Sharpe, Parker, 
Pritchard, § Barham, for Arnold H. Miller, Town Clerk, Norwich. 

[Reported by Exsxixe Rein, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


GUARDIANS OF POPLAR UNION v. MARTIN. Div. Court. 11th July. 


Poor Law—Pavrern—Work Ovrstpe Union Orrersp ox Terms Pavrer 
Rervsep—“‘ Ante Wao.ty or tn Part to Marrarn Hinseir ?’— [pe 
AND DisorpeRLy Person ’’—Vacrancy Acr, 1824 (5 Gro. 4, c. 83). 


Special case stated by Mr. Cluer, one of the magistrates sitting at 
Thames police-court. Ths respondent Martin, on the 22nd of April, 1904, 
was charged on an information laid by the guardians of the Poplar Union, 
the appellants, charging him that being a person able wholly or in part to 
maintain himself by work or other means, did wilfully refuse or neglect so 
to do, whereby he became chargeable to the Poplar Union. The magis- 

erefused to convict. The facts proved at the hearing were that the 
respondent was an able-bodied man of thirty-nine years of " 
and on the 23rd of February, 1904, was admitted to the Poplar 
Workhouse, On the 13th of April following he and ten other 





pauper inmates were taken by the labour-master to the Salvation Army 
farm colony at Hadleigh, Essex, for the reception and employment 
of destitute men. Under the terms of the agreement between the appel- 
lants and ‘‘ General ’’ Booth, Martin could have started work at the colony 
on probation, receiving as remuneration his food and lodging free and 6d. 
a week in the nature of pocket-money, and if after two or three weeks he 
had been employed upon brickwork he could have earned 44d. a yard for 
digging clay, at which rate of pay it was possible for some men to earn 
30s. a week. He refused, however, to sign an agreement to work on these 
terms, and returned on the 18th of April to the workhouse. The appel- 
lants contended that the respondent had rendered himself liable to con- 
viction as an idle and disorderly person under section 3 of 5 Geo. 4, c. 83. 
The magistrate decided against this contention, on the ground that no one 
could legally be required to work on the terms offered, which were in 
violation of the Truck Acts. He thought that the facts proved brought 
the man within the literal meaning of the words of the statute, but it 
seemed to him that the consequences of construing the statute literally 
were such that a limited interpretation must be placed on it, and reason- 
able regard paid to the class of work to which the person charged 
had been accustomed, the rate of wages ordinarily so earned, &c. 
He appended some of the possible consequences which influenced 
his decision: (a) Any employer under threat of these proceed- 
ings could compel persons who had entered a workhouse to work 
for him at merely nominal wages or even for half their food, inasmuch 
as the remuneration offered, however small, must be sufficient to 
maintain the person ‘‘in part.’”’ (5) If men were sent outside the work- 
house to work for any employer on any work, no matter how unsuitable to 
them, they would be liable under this statute if they refused, whereas in 
the workhouse they could only be convicted for refusing to work if the 
work was suited to their age, strength, and capacity. (c) A man to whom 
work might be offered abroad or in a colony might similarly be liable on 
refusal to conviction under this statute. The question for the court was 
whether the magistrate upon the facts above mentioned came to a correct 
determination in point of law, or whether he ought to have convicted the 
respondent as an idle and disorderly person under section 3 of Geo. 4, 


c. 83. For the appellants Attorney-General v. Guardians of Merthyr Tydfil 


(64 J. P. 276) was referred to. No one appeared for the respondent. 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Kennepy and Pxitirmorg, JJ.) 
held that there was no obligation upon a magistrate to convict merely upon 
proof that somebody had offered the respondent some kind of work on 
some terms which he was not willing to accept. In such a case the 
magistrate’s duty was to consider further whether or not the terms were 
sufficient evidence to shew that the respondent’s refusal or neglect to 
maintain himself was wilful and unreasonable. 

Per Puturmorr, J.—The terms of payment upon which work was offered 
the respondent at the Hadleigh Colony were not in violation of the Truck 
Acts, which had reference to deductions from agreed wages only. Case 
remitted.—CounseL, Colam. Soxicrrors, C. V7. Young ¢ Sons. 


[Reported by Exsxive Reip, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. SCOTT. Jelf, J. 2nd July. 


Higuway — Locomorive— Traction Enorne—Nvisance Cavsep 
WuetrHer Primary Cause or Nursance—Dvuty or Roap Auruoriry. 


oy = 


This was an action for an injunction by the Attorney-General on the 


relation of the Monmouthshire County Couacil to restrain the defendant, his 
servants and agents, from using or procuring the use of any locomotive upon 
the highway leading from Caldicot to Magor, in the county of Monmouth, 
in such a way as by damage to or obstruction of the said highway, to 
cause a public nuisance. The defendant was the owner of a q 4 
and he held a licence from the county council to use a locomotive within 
the county. He used an engine and carts for the purpose of hauling stone 
from his quarry to the railway station, and the county council’s complaint 


that, owing to the defendant’s unreasonable and excessive user of the road, 


the road had been so cut up and damaged that it was rendered impassable 
for ordinary traffic and dangerous to wayfarers. Complaints were made 
to the defendant, but as he continued to use the road these i 
were taken against him. An interim injunction was granted against him, 
and this was confirmed by the Court of Appeal (see 1904, 1 K. B. 
404). The defendant counterclaimed for a declaration that it was the 
duty of the council to maintain the highway of a construction and s 

to bear the passage of the defendant’s locomotive, and also an er 
directing the county council to repair the highway. Evidence was called 
for the county council to prove the dangerous state of the road owing to the 
use of the defendant’s engine. For the defendantit was contended that the 
road not a properly-constructed road owing to the fact that at the time the 
ordinary traffic was the haulage of stone, that, as the county council had 
taken steps to put the road in a proper condition, a perpetual injunction 
ought not now to be granted. 

July 2.—Jexr, J., dismissed the action and dissolved the inferim injunc- 
tion. After stating the above facts, he proceeded as follows: I think the 
evidence on the part of the relators was exaggerated, and was actuated in 
some cases by dislike of traction engines in general in regard to noise, smoke, 
and frighteningof horses, none of which, in the case of a properly constructed 
and driven engine, could probably at the present day be successfully made 
the subject of an indictment or proceeding by the Attorney-General for 
public nuisance. The truth probably lies somewhere between the extreme 
views. I think it 1s established that the road had become, at the date of 
the writ, by a combination of causes to be mentioned subsequently, in a 
very rough and muddy condition and very incommodious for traffic of all 
kinds, though, as no accident actually occurred, I am not prepared to 
hold it was actually us to life or limb. Nevertheless, I think 
the condition above described would, if primarily caused by the acts of 
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the defendant, render him liable to be indicted for a public nuisance: 
see Hawkins Pl. Or. 200, Thorpe v. Brumfit (L. R. 8 Ch. App. 650), Attorney- 
General v. Brighton and Hove Association (48 W. R. 314, 1900, 1 Ch. 276). 
The condition of the road was, however, I find as a fact, not caused 
primarily by the defendant, but partly by the traction traffic, partly by 
the continued stone haulage by carts and horses, but primarily by the 
failure of the county council to maintain the road in a fit condition to bear 
the traffic, which was not more unusual or more onerous than they might 
have expected it to be, and to the careless and dilatory way in which 
they have proceeded with the reconstruction of the road. It was con- 
tended by the plaintiffs that the Court of Appeal intended to prevent the 
defendant from setting up the failure of the county councii to provide a 
properly-constructed road as being the primary source of the mischief. I 
think on this point the Court of Appeal only meant to protect the public 
in a case of imminent danger ; I do not think that in a case where the road 
authority is really wholly to blame for the state of the road that the first 

rson who brings any traffic, however proper, upon it, and thereby breaks 
it down, can be indicted for a nuisance for creating it, unless he does it 
wilfully ; nor that he can be perpetually enjoined in an action at the 
relation of the defaulting authority, from ever bringing such traffic again. 
The defendant also sets up /aches as an answer to this action, but I think 
the maxim ‘‘ Nullum tempus oceurrit regi’’ applies, and that Attorney-General 
v. Sheffield Gas Consumers Co. (1 W. R. 185, 3 De G. M. & G. 304) is not 
really an authority to the contrary. For these reasons I think the 
injunction asked for should be refused. As regards the counterclaim, 
the defendant agreed to raise it by way of argument in opposition to the 
claim, I therefore dismiss it without costs.x—Covunset, Lawranee, K.C., 
Maemorran, K.C., and J. R. Atkin; A. Powell, K.C., Cunningham Glen, 
and 4. A. Bethune. \Souicrrors, H.|M. Davis, for H. 8. Gustard, Newport ; 
Hicks, Davis, § Hunt. 

[Reported by Aran Hoae, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re JONES & EVERETT, Buckley, J. 9th July. 


Practice — Costs —Taxation—Tuirp Parry —‘‘ Parry INTERESTED ’’— 
Taxation By Crepiror or Estate or Deczasep Person—Soticrrors Act, 
1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), s. 39. 

This was an application for the delivery and taxation of certain bills of 
costs. The applicant was a creditor of one Eliza Walters, who died on 
the 15th of November, 1902, having by her will appointed her husband, 
William Alfred Walters, sole executor. The will was proved by the 
executor, who had been for some time past and was atthe date of the 
present summons an undischarged bankrupt. In May, 1903, the applicant 
commenced an action against the executor for the administration of the 
estate of the testatrix. A receiver was appointed, and on the 25th of July, 
1903, judgment for administration was pronounced. In October, 1903, 
the executor filed his accounts in the administration proceedings. Among 
the disbursements made on account of the personal estate of the testatrix 
were three items, stated to have been paid in December, 1902, and April, 
1903, to Messrs. Roberts-Jones & Everett, the respondents to the present 
summons. The respondents had acted for the executor in obtaining 
probate of the will, in the administration of the estate, and 
in the administration action, and their names are still on the record 
as solicitors for the defendant. The executor was unable to 
produce vouchers for these items, and it subsequently appeared 
that the respondents had not delivered any bills, but had received 
payment of the several amounts on the footing that there had been 
an agreement in writing between themselves and the executors as to the 
amount of the costs. Under these circumstances the applicant, on 
the 23rd of April, 1904, obtained leave to issue the present summons, 
which was for the delivery of the three bills and the taxation of one of 
them. At the hearing of the summons the respondents did not rely on the 
alleged agreement, but contested the title of the applicant to obtain 
taxation. On behalf of the applicant it was contended, on the authority 
of Re Street (L. R. 10 Eq. 165) and Re Stogden (56 L. T. 355), that there 
could be no ‘‘ payment’”’ under the Solicitors Act, 1843, until a bill had 
been delivered; and, further, that the creditor of a deceased person, out 
of whose estate costs have been paid, is a ‘‘party interested in the 
property ’’ within section 39. On behalf of the respondent it was 
contended, on the authority of Re Leadbitter (10 Ch. D. 388), that “a party 
interested ”’ must be interested ‘‘ under the trust, deed, will, or intestacy,’”’ 
and that a creditor did not fall within any of these categories. 

Bucxtey, J., in giving judgment, said that the only point which he had 
to decide was whether the creditor was, within section 39 of the Act, ‘‘a 
party interested in the property out of which’ the executor had paid the 
bills. He thought that he was. When a creditor was enforcing against 
the estate of a deceased debtor the remedies which he possessed for 
obtaining payment of his debt, he was enforcing against the executor a 
right which was enforceable in a court of equity—namely, to compel the 
executor toaccount for the property of the deceased, and to apply it in 
a due course of administration, andin the course of such administration to 
pay the debt of the creditor. He had no personal right against the 
executor, but he had a right against the property which was in the hands 
of the executor. He was, therefore, within section 39, as being interested 
in the property. The argument on the other side was founded on some 
words which appeared in the judgment of Jessel, M.R., in Re Leadbitter. 
It was common ground that the decision in that case had nothing to do 
with the present point. ‘The question there was whether, ina bankruptcy, 
the trustee in bankruptcy was a trustee for the bankrupt, and it was held 
that during the pendency of the bankruptcy he was not. In the course of 


his judgment Jessel, M.R., said: ‘‘ It has always been held that the wond,. 
‘party interested’ means a party interested under the trust, deed, 
or intestacy.’”” No cases had now been cited to shew that this had alway, 
been held. He could not think that Jessel, M.R., in using those wondy 
used them in the sense attributed to him by counsel for the respondents, 
He used them by way of contrast to the relationship between a trustee jy 
bankruptcy and the bankrupt. He was not saying that a creditor was 
excluded because he did not take under the testator’s will. His lordship 
thought that a creditor of a deceased person, one who was looking to the 
property of that deceased person for the repayment of his debt, was 
| party interested in the property out of which the executor had paid 
solicitors’ bills, and was, therefore, entitled to obtain taxation of thoge 
| bills.—CounseL, Peterson ; Bailhache. Soxicrrors, Storey, Cowland, § Hill, 
for Merrils § de, Cardiff; J. T. Lewis, for Roberts-Jones § Everett, 
Cardiff. 
[Reported by H L. Ormiston, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Law Societies. 
The Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the annual report of the Council : 

Meetings of the Council and Committees.—During the year ending the 3lst 
of May, 1904, the Council have held thirty-four meetings, and the following 
committees have held the number of meetings specified—viz. : 


No. of |; No. of 


Meetings. Meetings, 

Professional Purposes ... 38 | Legal Procedure ... a 
Examination... eos e 21 | County Courts (mixed) 3 
Scale ... -” see io Oe Insurance of Buildings 2 
Land Transfer we city 8 | Parliamentary as or 2 
Legal Education ... -- 20 | Newspaper Extracts from 
Building... oes a a ae kes “a 3 
Finance (including Gazette Opening of New Buildings 2 

and Register) ... «» 535 | School of Law on 3 
Refreshment... ...  .. 11 | Various 11 
Library bee ove ose 9 | 


Membership of the Society.—The society has now 8,067 members, of whom 
3,759 practise in town and 4,308 practise in the country. The number of 
members who joined the society during the last year is 492, as compared with 
275 in the previous year. After allowing for deaths, resignations, and exclu- 
sions, the number of members shews an increase for the year of 245, and 
it is the highest hitherto attained. Greater prominence has been given to 
the names of members of the society in the Law ,List by the alteration of 
the position of the star, which is now placed in the outer margin. The 
names of members of the society are also indicated in the diaries issued by 
Messrs. Waterlow & Sons and Messrs. Waterlow Bros. & Layton, under 
the arrangement mentioned in the annual report for the year 1903. 

Luncheon Rooms.—The new luncheon rooms were opened to members 
early in January. Previously the luncheon arrangements had been 
conducted under considerable difficulty and inconvenience to members 
owing to the building operations, and this diminished the attendance. 
There was on the second year’s working a balance of £67 4s. 5d. to the 
credit of the society. This did not, in the opinion of the Council, justify 
an immediate reduction of the table money. 5 

The Library.—Mr. Frederic Boase, who had been librarian to the society 
for upwards of twenty-five years, retired in September last, and the Council 
have appointed Mr. W. M. Sinclair, B.A., a solicitor, librarian in his place. 
The completion of the common room has permitted the removal from the 
library, which was much overcrowded, of several classes of books of general 
rather than professional interest, including works relating to Topography, 
History, Biography, Antiquities and Genealogy, Belles Lettres, and also 
Encyclopwdias and Dictionaries; books on these subjects (about 6,000 
volumes in all) will now be found on the shelves of the common room. But 
perhaps the most important change that the new building has enabled the 
Council to effect is the formation of a separate library for students and 
members’ clerks, and the reservation of the East Library for the exclusive 
use of members of the society. The change had become imperative. 50 
far back as the year 1886 a memorial was presented to the Council com- 
plaining of the encroachments on the convenience and rights of members 
in their use of the library, and the evil has been a growing one, so much 
so that at the beginning of the present year the number of members’ clerks 
regularly using the library on behalf of their employers exceeded 1,700. 
These and the students are now accommodated in the Examination Hall 
or West Library, to which alone they are allowed access. The existing 
privileges are limited to articled clerks, solicitor clerks, and managing clerks, 
and in order to facilitate the exclusion of unauthorized persons members 
are required to obtain for their clerks either a general or special authority 
to use the library. For the former an annual feesof 5s. is charged. For 
the detailed regulations applicable to the libraries members are referred to 
the appendix to this report. Six hundred and fifty volumes have been 
added to the library during the past year by donation and purchase. The 
total number of volumes now in the library is about 39,300. ‘I'he number 
of students who have subscribed to the library since May, 1903, is seventy- 
two. 

St. Louis Exhibition —The Council have received a joint invitation from 
the exhibition authorities and the American Bar Association that the 
society should be represented at the law conference to be held in connection 
with the exhibition. Sir A. K. Rollit, B.A., LL.D., D.O.L., M.P., has, at 
the request of the Council, kindly undertaken to represent the society 00 
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International Law Association.—The Council joined in the deputation to 
the Foreign Office organized by the International Law Association for the 
of urging upon the Government the desirability of Great Britain 
represented on the International Conference respecting the Law of 
and Collision at Sea. The deputation was received by Lord 
owne on the 3rd of March last, and his lordship promised to give 
careful consideration to the views expressed by them. The Council have 
received a@ communication from the association with reference to a 
posal for a treaty of arbitration between Great Britain and the United 
Rare, and have passed a resolution in favour of such a treaty. 
al Education.—After stating the initiation ot the new scheme of legal 
education, the report says: A beginning was made with the new scheme 
in the middle of September; and it soon became apparent that the 
society’s efforts were appeciated by a considerable number of students. 
Although it was necessary to begin in the middle of the Long Vacation 
in order to finish a term before the October examinations), eighty 
students joined the classes in the first term; in the succeeding term the 
numbers rose to ninety-five, and in the first term of 1904 to 135, at about 
which number it has remained. ‘The number of courses taken by the 
students shews a still more gratifying increase, beginning in September 
with 204, rising in November to 263, in January to 323, and in April (for 
the current term) to 437. Equally satisfactory is the percentage of 
attendances, which for the September term shewed an actual attendance 
of 1,925 out of a maximum of 2,160, or 89°12 per cent. ; for the November 
term of 2,456 out of a maximum of 2,823, or 87 per cent.; and for the 
January term of 2,749 out of a maximum of 3,229, or 85°14 per cent. 
When it is remembered that the senior students, especially, often come 
to lectures at the end of a hard day’s work in the office, these figures will, 
itis believed, be considered somewhat remarkable. A final test may be 
found in the number of students who, at the close of each term, have 
voluntarily submitted themselves to examination. The entries have been—in 
October, 88 ; in December, 92 ; in March, 90—all, of course, among London 
students. Of the general interest taken by the students in their work, and the 
relations existing between them and the teaching staff, it is impossible to 
speak too highly ; and one of the most satisfactory features of the system 
is the social feeling developed among the students: by the constant and 
regular meeting at lecture and class. The Council feel this fact to be of 
consideral importance for the future of the profession. The Council have 
also to record, in connection with the new teaching scheme, a generous 
gift from a well-known and highly respected member of the society (who, 
however, prefers to remain anonymous in this connection), for the purpose 
of endowing a lectureship and scholarship in the subject of International 
law. For the first course of lectures under ‘this foundation, the Council 
have secured the services of Professor Holland, of the University of 
Oxford, who will deliver, on the Ist, 5th, 8th, and 12th of July, at 5.30 
p.m., four lectures on the Laws of War, a subject peculiarly interesting 
at thistime. ‘The lectures will be open to all members of the society and 
their friends. 

Land Transfer.—By the rules dated the 18th of December, 1903, which 
came into operation on the Ist of January, 1904, the Land Transfer Rules of 
1898, 1899, and 1903 were rescinded. ‘They are embodied in the new rules 
with certain amendments. When the rules were in draft the Council 
called the attention of the rule-making authority to rule 36n, which pro- 
vided, with reference to the examination of title before registration with 
anabsolute title, that when either the land had been sold or purchased 
underan order of the court or has been registered with a possessory or 
qualified title for six years prior to the date of the application for registra- 
tion with an absolute title, the first proprietor having been a purchaser on 
sale, or when title had been fully investigated before the date of the appli- 
cation, thei examination might be modified in such manner as the registrar 
may think fit. It appeared to the Council that if this rule were passed, it 
would offer absolute titles without proper investigation as an inducement 
toregister. ‘Ihe insurance fund is to bear the risk. But this fund is pro- 
vided by the landowners themselves, the majority of whom use the 
registry only under compulsion, and it appeared to the Council that land- 
owners were entitled to ask that no precautions against claims 
on the fund should be relaxed. Sales under the court are usually 
affected under special conditions, and the purchaser is by no means 
certain of getting an absolute title. There was no apparent reason 
why six years’ registration, rather than any other period, should have 
been selected, and it is to be observed that the registrar, at the meeting of 
the Building Societies Association at Cheltenham, in May, 1902, is reported 
to have said that ‘‘something like a dozen or fifteen years would be the 
sort of time in which a possessory title would probably be taken to be as 
good as an absolute one under ordinary conditions.”? ‘There was really no 

for the adoption of six years, and if a precedent were desired it would 
naturally be found by reference to the Statute of Limitations, which fixes 
—_. of twelve years. It was well known that the majority of the 
Advisory Committee favoured the twelve years’ limit, but the rule was 
made as before stated. The Council have in a communication to the Lord 

cellor placed on record their opinion that the rule in question is 
extremely unsatisfactory and unsafe. 


(To be continued.) 


The Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated 
Law Society. 


on annual general meeting of this society was held on Friday, the 8th 
July, 1904, at ‘‘ The Woodhouse,” in Earl Bathurst’s Park, Uirencester. 
following members were present: Mr. C. Tudway, Cirencester (presi- 


), in the chair, Mr. S. B. Dixon, Pewsey (vice-president), Messrs. John 
gs, E. O. Sewell, C. O. Il, Sewell, R. W. Ellett, Richard J. Mullings, 








and E. B. Haygarth (Cirencester), W. Warman, R. H. Smith, A. H. Grant 
Heelas, E. Northam Witchell, and Francis G. Playne (Stroud), H. Bevir 
(Wootton Bassett), A. E. Smith (Nailsworth), Auorey P. Kitcat (Tetbury), 
J. B. Winterbotham, Ronald McLaren, W. Gerald Gurney, and W. G. 
Earengey (Cheltenham), E. W. Keudail (Bourton-on-the- Water), Douglas 
J. Wintle (Newnham), W. H. Kioneer (Swindon), Charles F. Moir 
(Malmesbury), John Bryan, Charles Scott, George Whitcombe, Nigel D. 
Haines, J. H. Jones, E. T. Gardom, H. Allen Armitage, A. C. Champney, 
J. P. Wilton Haines (hon. treasurer), and Herbert H. Scott (hon. secre- 
tary) (Gloucestershire). 

The report of the committee of management for the past year was 
adopted on the motion of the president, seconded by the vice- 
president. 

Gratuities amounting to £46 10s. were voted to necessitous persons and 
a donation of ten guineas to the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. A sub- 
scription of twenty guineas to the Gloucestershire Law Library Society 
was also voted. 

The question as to whether the society should adopt a separate set of 
conditions of sale for use in cases of sales by private treaty was discussed, 
and it was resolved that the committee be requested to consider whether 
the existing public auction conditions could not be so altered as to make 
them acceptable to purchasers in cases of sales by private treaty. 

A report, prepared by Mr. Douglas J. Wintle, as to the society 
taking over the Gloucestershire Law Library Society was considered 
and after some discussion the following resolution was carried, viz. : 
‘* That this society is willing to take over the library, and that the com- 
mittee be requested to negotiate terms and report the result to a general 
meeting of this society.’’ 

Mr. 8. B. Dixon (Pewsey) and Mr. H. J. Francillon (Dursley) were 
elected president and vice-president respectively for the year ensuing. 

The following were elected on the committee: Messrs. C. Tudway, A. J. 
Morton Ball, W. G. Gurney, R. Mcharen, H. Bevir, E. C. Sewell, W. H. 
Kinneer, and D. J. Wintle. These with the president, vice-president, 
trustees (Messrs. R. Ellett, J. Bryan, W. Warman, and C. Scott), and the 
treasurer and secretary will be the committee of management for the 
ensuing year. 

The following new members were elected: Mr. John Wilton Haines 
(Gloucester), Mr. Howard St. G. Rawlins (Cirencester), and Mr. Herbert 
Stroud (Cheltenham). ‘ 

It was resolved to continue in association with the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies. 

It —_ decided to hold the next annual meeting at Savernake or Marl- 
borough. 

A vote of thanks to the retiring president concluded the business of the 
meeting, after which the members drove to Sapperton and inspected the 
church, and thence returned to Cirencester, where they were kindly 
entertained at tea by Mr. and Mrs. Mullings at their residence. 


Law Association. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the Law Society’s Hall on 
Thursday, the 7th inst., Mr. F. T. Birdwood in the chair. The other 
directors present were Mr. S. J. Daw, Mr. F. Foss, Mr. T. H. Gardiner, 
Mr H.C. Nisbet, Mr. R. H Peacock, Mr. R. J. Pead, Mr. J. Vallance, 
Mr. M. Waters, and Mr. W. M. Woodhouse. The sum of £90 was voted 
in grants of relief to several aged applicants, and other general business 
was transacted. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this asssocia 
tion was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday 
last, the 15th inst., Mr. Henry A. Peake (Sleaford) in the chair. The 
other directors present being Sir George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. H. 
Holland Burne (Bath), W. Dowson, Hamilton Fulton (Salisbury), W. H. 
Gray, J. Roger B. Gregory, H. E. Gribble, W. G. King, C. G. May, 
Richard Pennington, J.P., W. Arthur Sharpe, R. 8. Taylor, Maurice A. 
Tweedie, and J. ‘I’. Scott (secretary). A sum of £950 was distributed in 
grants of relief, 'thirty-eight new members were admitted to the assaciation 
and other general business was transacted. 








It is announced that Mr. Justice Kennedy will pay a visit to America 
the ensuing Long Vacation, and during his stay there will attend the 
Universal Congress of Lawyers and Jurists, to be held at St. Louis at the 
end of September, at which he has promised to deliver an address. 


During the present week Mr. Kemp, K.C., applied to Mr. Justice 
Phillimore to fix an early day for the hearing of an action in the special 
jury list on the ground of its urgency. Mr. Justice Phillimore said he was 
afraid he could not help the parties. Mr. Kemp said he hoped he was not 
offensive to any one in saying that this state of things was terrible to 
suitors and terrible to the bar. Mr. Justice Phillimore said that several 
judges were away on circuit, and two would be required at the Old Bailey, 
as the calendar was a very heavy one. There was considerable work on 
circuit, and judges could not be in two places at once. People seemed to 
forget that the population of England and Wales had almost doubled 
since the standard number of judges was fixed, while, instead of the 
number of judges being doubled, they had only increased 5 or 10 per cent. 
Part of the cause of the block in the work, too, was due to the length of 
the cases. He had sat seven days hearing special jury actions, and, even 
when he hid concluded the case he was ut present engaged upon, he would 
have finished only three actions. 


—_——s 
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Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 


successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 15th of June, 1904: 


First Crass. 
Armstong, George Jackson 
Ashley, Leonard 
Best, James Flower 
Blackburn, Samuel Upton 
Box, Richard Edward 
Breeze, Goodwin Gabriel 
Budden, Frederick Vincent 
Cooke, Kdward Henry 
Dallow, Arthur Douglas 
Dodds, Robert Carr 
Evans, Harold Smith 
Fabel, Carl Louis - 
Fabian, Herbert Charles 
George, William 
Greiner, Alfred Gotthelf 
Hickey, John Edward Sheridan 
Hothersall, Charles Ernest Ellis 
Hughes, Thomas Arthur 
Hurley, Thomas Francis 
Jackson, Thomas Edwin 
Jones, Cyril Gordon 
Jones, Salisbury 
Jubb, James Critchley 
Kam, Hung Hing 
Lambert, William Ashcroft 
Meikle, William Ewart 
Murray, Edward Douglas 
Uakey, Percy William 
Okell, George Harold 
Richards, Herbert Stanley 
Richardscn, Stuart 
Robinson, Francis Victor 
Snowman, Henry, B.A. (Lond.) 
Talbot, Hugh Cecil 
Tearle, Ralph Grenville 
Turner, Frederick Bentley 
Watt, Lewis 
Webster, John 
(Camb.) 
Wilson, I'red 
Wilson, George Henry 
Passev. 
Aldridge, Erkinwald Braxton Moor- 
ing 
Armtield, Albert Ashby 
Bayley, George Albert 
Beasley, Robert Noble 
Berry, Edwin Dennis 
Bird, Richard De Burgho Molyneux 
Blackmore, A)phonsus 
Blyton, Henry Aubrey 
Bolden, Arthur, B.A. (Camb.) 
Boydell, William Slater 
Bracewell, Arthur Armistead 
Branston, Reginald 
Broadbent, Crossley St. John 
Brogden, William Frederick 
Buckley, William 
Carr, William 
Carter, George 
Carter, John Frederick Heathcote 
Carter, Robert Charles Heathcote 
Chatham, Edward 
Clapham, Samuel 
Clarkson, Alfred Bairstow 
Cleaver, Harry Mason 
Coates, Thomas 
Collier, George William 
Collins, Harold Joseph 
Collinson, Harry 
Coombs, Thomas Branston 
Coupe, William Henry 
Cripwell, Edwin 
Crouch, Edward 
Curtis, Richard James 
Dale, Cecil Halstead 
Davies, Edward John Gratrex 
Davies, Joseph 
Dawson, Joshua 
Dennys, Henry Lardner 
Devey, Thomas Valentine 
Dodas, Andrew Nichol 


Richard, B.A. 





Dodson, Fred Stanley 

Driver, John Goodwin 

Ealand, Arthur Noel 

Etheridge, Sydney Graver 

Evans, Gwyllym Albert 

Fairhurst, Thomas 

Falconer, John Philip Egerton 

Fletcher, Edward, B.A, (Camb.) 

Foskett, Bartholomew 

Fraenkl, Edwin George, B.A. 
(Camb. ) 

Gardner, Arthur Roberts 

Gateley, Arthur John 

Genge, Harold William 

Gover, Ernest Martin 

Green, William Proctor 

Greener, Francis Pemberton 

Hamer, James Edward 

Hancock, George Garfield 

Harris, Aubrey Walter 

Harrison, John Stubbs 

Hartwright, Gordon Gillott 

Hatt, Cecil 

Hayes, David Ritchie 

Hewitt, Thomas Swinton 

Holt, Percy 

Howell, Owen Bulmer 

Hudleston, Harold Robert 

I’Anson, Harry 

Inderwick, Alfred Edward 

Johnston, Robert Vizer Lukin 

Jones, Edward 

Jones, Edward Hurford 

Jones, Thomas Clifford 

Lambert, Basil Sylvester 

Launder, William Gordon 

Lawton, Frank Warburton 

Lefroy, Anthony Langlois Massey, 
B.A. (Oxon. 

Leleu, John Newhill 

Lewis, Ernest 

Lyon, James Simon 

McMullen, Edward Carlyle 

Mason, Albert Deards 

Maughan, Thomas Lisle 

Mears, Arthur George 

Midgley, Thomas Arthur 

Miller, Arthur Hugh Liddell 

Moore, Gerald Francis Hamilton 

Morgan, Cyril Frank 

Morgan, John Rhys 

Morgan, Llewellyn Rees 

Moult, Frank Edwin 

Murray, James Walter 

Nicoll, Alexander Vere 

Ollard, Kenneth de Havilland 

Ormiston, William 

Owen, Ernest Glyn 

Pitt, Charles Herbert 

Pickering, Montague 

Plant, Edmund Hubert 

Potts, Harold Garnock 

Powell, David Llewellyn 

Preston, Ivor Kerrison 

Rawe, Charles Henry 

Rhodes, Christopher Tait 

Richardson, Philip Hallewell 

Robson, Sydney 

Rowe, Charles 

Rule, Alfred Robert 

Sanger, John Edgar 

Saville, Jonas Henry 

Shield, George Kustace 
B.A. (Oxon. 

Slack, Edward Sidebottom 

Slee, Ernest John 

Smith, Alan 

Smith, Ebenezer 

Smith, Edward Arthur Last 

Smith, Frederic Norman 

Smith, John Morgan 

Snowdon, Henry Frederick 

Speakman, Harry Hamilton 


Ridley, 





Spickernell, Walter George 

Stephens, Gilbert Henry 

Stubbins, George Vincent Bearparke 

Ternouth, Alexander Frank 

Thomas, Francis Edward Lloyd 
Mathias 

Thomas, Henry Griffith Walter 
Walter, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Thomas, William Morgan 

Thorpe, Henry 

Thorpe, William 


—= 
Tweedale, Alan 

Wadsworth, James Harold 
Wadsworth, Robert Edgar 
Waller, Harold 

West, Leslie Arthur 

Whitcombe, John Herbert 
Whitley, Norman Augustus 
Wiltshire, Frank Henry Cufaude 
Witchell, George Gordon Henshal] 
Yates, Alfred 





Fryat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) wer 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 13th and Ith of Jun, 


1904 :— 


Aglionby, 
(Oxon.) 

Anderson, Henry Stewart 

Aspden, Thomas 

Atkins, Cecil Charles 

Attenborough, Ralph Ernest 

Bailey, Arnold Savage 

Baines, Herbert Torry, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Baker, Frank Robert, B.A. (Camb.) 

Ball, James 

Bates, Robert 

Bateson, William 

Bean, Herbert Reuben 

Beaven, Reginald Albert Gardner 

Beck, James Edward 

Beckton, John Backhouse 

Berry, Romeo 

Blake, Philip Jessop, B.A. (Camb.) 

Blunt, Arthur James 

Boase, Reginald 

Boulton, Aubrey Holmes 

Bownass, William Everitt 

Brandt, Cecil Robert, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Bright, William Arthur, B.A. 
(Camb.) 

Briscombe, Walter Dyson 

Broadbent, Herbert 

Brogden, Oliver 

Broome, Geoffrey 

Brown, Alfred 
(Lond.) 

Browne, Harold St. John 

Brownley, Frederick James 

Buckley, George Kidd 

Burke, George Bugg 

Burridge, John Joseph 

Burridge, William Temple 

Carpenter, Thomas Edward, B.A. 
(Lond.) 

Cash, Samuel Ernest, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Chalk, George Frederick 

Channell, Walter Thornton Trevel- 


Francis Basil, B.A. 


William, LL.B. 


yan 
Chatterton, Walter Goddard 


Clapham, Barnard Aubrey, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Clapp, James Spearing 

Clarkson, Charles 

Clayton, Lancelot James, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 


Clement, Oswald, LU.B. ( Vict.) 
Clough, Thomas Illingworth, M.A. 


(Oxon.) 

Clutterbuck, Charles Walter 
William 

Cooper, John Graham 


Cow, Charles Stuart, B.A. (Camb.) 

Crowther, Alfred Edward 

Crute, Richard Rutter 

Darby, Herbert James 

David, Thomas Jenkins 

Davies, Albert, LL.B. (Vict.) 

Davies, Gwilym Meirion 

Davies, William Cradoc 

Davies, William Henry 

Daybell, William 

Dickinson, Thomas Oliver 

Dixon, John Owen 

Dixon, Thomas William 

Downes, George Frederick 

Dyer, Charles Nettleton, 
(Oxon.) 

Eaves, Bertram Henry 

Eldridge, Theodore Paul 

Ellen, Ernest 

Ellett, Harold Picton 


B.A. 


Elton, Charles Adrian Ashford 

Errington, John Perrin 

Evans, Thomas Moses, 
(Camb.) 

Farrar, Hubert Lister 

Fielding, Edward Fleming, B.A, 
(Camb.) 

Foss, Edward 

Fox, George Herbert, B.A. (Oxon) 

Freeman, Philip Horace, B.A, 
(Camb.) 

Gardner, Robert 

George, Edward Herbert 

George, Richard Edward 

Gibson, Charles Osborn 
B.A. (Oxon.) 

Gough, William 

Greenhill, Robert Douglas 

Greenwood, Harry Bordley, B.A, 
LL.B. (Camb.) 

Gregory, Frederick Charles, LL.B, 
(Vict. ) 

Gregory, Jack Sturgis 

Griffin, Alfred Edwin Barlow 

Groves, William York 

Gunnell, Bernard 

Gurney, Clement Henderson 

Gutridge, George William 


M.A, 


Provis, 


Gwynn, Gerald Crowther, BA 
(Oxon.) 

Hales, Ernest William 

Handley, Richard Wilson, BA, 
(Oxon.) 


Hanhart, Arthur Anderson, B.A, 
LL.B. (Camb.) 

Harbottle, Arthur Septimus 

Harker, Harold Parkinson 

Harman, Alfred James 

Hart, George Frederick 

Hartnoll, Frederic Brewse 

Harvey, Sidney Lancelot 

Hatch, William 

Hawthorn, Henry Cyril Flint 

Haward, Edward Jobn 

Herbert, Arthur Grenville, B.A, 
LL.B. (Camb.) 

Herron, Robert Walter Cowell 

Heywood, Charles Clement, B.A, 
(Oxon.) 

Hindmarsh, George Edwin Scott 

Hinson, William 

Hiscocks, George Henry 

Hodgson, Paul Mary 

Hodson, Austin John, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Hodson, Shirley Samuel, BA. 
(Oxon.) 

Hollobon, Tom 

Holmes, William Wainman 

Hopwood, William Henry 

Houghton, Arthur Theodore, B.d. 


(Oxon.) 

Ingham, John Edward 

Ingleby, Richard Arthur Oakes, 
B.A. (Camb.) 


Jackson, “Harold Warters, LLB. 
(Lond.) 
Jenkins, William George 
Jeunings, George Robert 
Jeudwine, James Gordon 
Johnson, Frank Birley 
Jones, David Augustus 
Jones, Evan 
Jones, Ivor William 
Jones, John David 
Jones, John Hadyn 
Jones, Thomas Evan 


July 16, 1904, 
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Henry Harold 


Kelsey... John Aubrey Catchpole 


Kenna 


Kinsey- Morgan, Reginald 
: Donald James Gordon 
Francis John Graham 


an 
r, 
Se ormen Nellist 
Lewis, Daniel John 
lewis, Llewellyn Bond 
Lewis, Samuel Lycett 


Lickfold, James Malcolm 


inell, Frederick Thorp 
= ‘ Robert Allison 
McLean, Harry Edward 


Madders, Hubert Franklin, LL.B. 


(Lond.) 


Mahany, William Arthur | 
Marriott, Robert Denis, 


(Oxon.) 


Martell, Richard Whiston 
Matthews, Charles Myles, 


LL.B. (Camb.) 


Mellows, William Thomas 


Mewburn, William Guy 
Millar, Edgar 


Mills, Francis Richard, B.A., LL.B. 


(Camb.) 4 
Milne, Ralph Knowles 


Morgan, Gabriel Arthur, 


(Lond.) 
Morgan, Thomas John 
Morgan, William 


Mortimer, William Egerton, B.A. 


(Oxon.) 


Mundell, Howell Dawson 


Musson, William Pratt 


Narlian, Albert Percy Michael 
Nash, Edmond Copner, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Neel, George Henry, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Neild, William John 


Nordon, Charles Louis, 


(Lond.) 
Oates, Percy 
Ottaway, Thomas 


Paige, Grylls Phillips, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Parish, Sydney Christian, 


(Oxon.) 
Parry, Wykeham 
Parsons, John Robert 
Paterson, Willis 


Perkins, Charles Steele, 


(Camb.) 


Phelps, Edmund Julian 
Ponsonby, Charles Edward, B.A. 


(Oxon.) 


Pope, Seymour Fell, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Porcher, Henry Leonard 

Poulter, Horatio Orlando 

Preston, George Walter Davidson, 


B.A. (Oxon.) 
Pulliblank, Maurice 


Rayner, William Vernon 


Reynolds, Charles Alan 


son, Wilfred Freeman 


Ridgway, Thomas 


Roberts, Hugh Meredith 


Roberts, Hugh Oliver 


Roberts, John Hamlet Shelton 


Roberts, Joseph 
Roberts, William Smith 
Robertson, Norman 


Rooke, Frederick Kenyon, 


(Oxon. 


Ernest North, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Saunders, Harold 
Sayers, Samuel Henry 
Scott, Sydney Bonner 


Shearman, Herbert Henry Atherton 
Shepard, Herbert John Campbell 


Sheppard, Frederic Charles 
Shipton, Samuel 

Shone, William 

Sibeth, Arthur 


Simpson, Llewellyn Eardley, B.A., 
. (Camb. 


LL.B. ( 
Slocock, Harold Laurance 
Smart, Algernon 
Smith, Arthur Sidney 
Smith, Harry Leighton 
Smith, John Henry 
Smith, Thomas 


. Southeard, William Rapsey 
ward 


Sparling, Arthur Ed 
Steadman, Harold Lester 
Jermain 


Stevens, Gardiner Frank Buckland 


Steward, Frederic 

Stone, Roland 

Stott, George Francis 
Sturt, Francis Leslie 
Swinburne, Arthur 
Swinnerton, Herbert 
Syms, Harold St. George 
Tatham, Charles Edward 
Taylor, Leofric 


Temperley, Robert, M.A. (Camb.) 
iam Ralph 


Thompson, William 


P 
Thorp, Collingwood Forster, B.A. 


(Camb.) 
Trump, Edmund Francis 
Tumilty, John Spencer 
Turner, Clifford Green 
Twigg, Henry Martin 
Varley, 


Veasey, Arthur Charles Thomas 
Vickers, Henry Reginald, B.A. 


(Oxon.) 
Wallace, William Foord 
Walley, Archibald Frederick 
Warren, Kenneth England 
Watson, Cecil  Lilliott, 
(Camb.) 


Watson, Harry Townsend, B.A. 


(Oxon.) 


‘ Watson, William Norman 


Webb, Charles 

Webb, Walter Thomas 

Webster, Harold Colin, 
(Camb. 

Wellington, Gilbert Trevor 

Wellstead, Ernest Thomas 

West, Alfred William 

West, Walter 


Whatley, Arthur Percival, B.A. 


(Oxon.) 
Wheeler Arthur Pither 
Whigham, George Archibald 
White, Harman Maul, 
(Camb.) 
Whittingham, Edwin Parton 


Whzyley, Gregory John Morah, B.A., 


LL.B. (Camb ) 


Wightwick, Norman Haig, B.A. 


(Oxon.) 


Williams, Owain Lloyd Joseph 


Williamson, Sidney Alfred 


Wivell, William John Martyn 


Rooke-Ley, Wilfrid Arnold, B.A. Woods, George 


(Uxon.) 


Russell, Edgar Campbell, 
(Camb.) 
Russell, Geoffrey George 


Salter, Arthur Nicholas 
Salter, John Ewart 
Samuel, Herbert 


B.A. 


Woosey, Thomas Holmes 


Worsley, Edward Geoffrey Parker 


Wright, Herbert Charles 
Wright, Peter 
Yates, William Walter 


Young, James Robert Spencer 


Zicree, Reuben 


~ Obituary. 


Sir William Charley. 


The death is announced of Sir William Thomas Charley, K.C., D.O.L. 
He was educated at St. John’s College, Oxford, and was called to the bar 


Temained member till 1880, 


m 1865. In 1868 he entered Parliament as member for Salford, and 
In 1878 he was appointed Common Serjeant 


of the City of London, but retired some years ago, 





Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Francis R. Y. Rapcuirrez, K.C., has been appointed Recorder of 
Portsmouth, in the room of Mr. G. D. Warry, K.C., resigned. 

Mr. Percy Trxpat-Rovertson, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a 
Revising Barrister for Middlesex. 

Mr. Watter Spyer, solicitor, of the firm of Spyer & Sons, of 65, London- 
wall, London, has been appointed by the Chief Justice and other Judges 
of the Supreme Court of the Transvaal a Commissioner to Examine 
Witnesses and to Take Affidavits in Suits pending in the Supreme Court 
of the Transvaal. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Epwarp Gotpinc E:wes and Watrer Hervey Etwes, solicitors (Elwes 
& Elwes), 8 and 9, Essex-street, Strand, London. May 25. 


Freperick Watrer Arkry, ArcHER Mowsray Upton, Ratpx Davpeny 
Upton, and Epwarp Warren Cxiarke, solicitors (Upton, Atkey, & Co), 
14, Austin-friars, London. June 24. Thesaid Frederick Walter Atkey and 
Edward Warren Clarke will continue to carry on business as solicitors at 
No. 9a, Sackville-street, Piccadilly, W., in tnership with James 
Frederick Haynes Atkey, under the style or of Atkey, Clarke, & 
Atkey. The said Archer Mowbray Upton and Ralph Daubeny Upton 
will continue to carry on business as solicitors at No. 6a, Austin-friars, 
under the style or firm of Upton & Co. [ Gazette, July 8. 

Ricwarp Furser and Jonn Herrert Dickson, solicitors (Furber & 
Dickinson), 8, Gray’s-inn-square. July 6. (Gazette, July 12. 


General. 


A Kentucky correspondent, says the American Case and Comment, sends 
us @ newspaper memorandum of decisions handed down by one of the 
circnit courts of the state, in which is a brief opinion announcing a 
dismissal of a petition to set aside a deed on the ground that the petitioner 
made it before he was twenty-one years of age. The court, in refusing 
the relief, puts it on the ground that the petitioner represented at the time 
‘*that he was twenty-one years of age, and his mother at the same time 
saying to appellee that appellant was of age, and it appearing that at the 
time appellant was a married man with two children and the wearer of a 
full beard.’’ Our Kentucky correspondent thinks it is interesting ‘‘ because 
it establishes three new kinds of estoppel, viz.: First, estoppel by marriage ; 
second, estoppel by babies; third, estoppel by whiskers.”’ 

The Hardwicke dinner, at which Sir Edward Clarke is to be the principal 
guest, promises, says the Globe, to be one of the most interesting functions 
in the history of the society. A large number of judges and leading 
counsel will be prevented from attending by assizes, but the preliminary 
list of guests contains the names of Lord Justice Mathew, Mr. Justice 
Phillimore, Mr. Justice Bigham, Mr. Justice Buckley, Sir Henry 
Taschereau (Chief Justice of Canada), Sir Robert Finlay, Sir Edward 
Carson, Sir Lewis Dibdin, Sir George Lewis, Sir Arth ur Wilson, Sir Albert 
de Rutzen, Sir Squire Bancroft, Sir James Dewar, Sir John Gray Hill, 
Sir John M’Donell, Mr. Rufus Isaacs, Mr. C. M. Warmington, and Mr. 
M’Call. Lord Justice Mathew claims to be the senior member of the 
Hardwicke Society, but his claim is disputed by no less a personage than 
the Lord Chancellor. 

During discussion in the House of Commons last week upon an amend- 
ment excepting county boroughs from the scope of clause 1 of the 
Licensing Bill, moved by Sir James Woodhouse with the object of calling 
attention to the anomalous jurisdiction of county boroughs under the 
section, the Solicitor-General, says the Times, undertook that the 
suggestion of the hon. member should be considered and that some 
amendment should be put down later to carry out his desire. In fulfil- 
ment of this pledge the Home Secretary has now given notice of his 
intention to propose the addition to clause 5 (division of area and 
appointment of committees for purposes of the Act) of words providing 
that the justices of a licensing district, being a county borough, shall 
exercise their powers under the Licensing Acts, 1828 to 1902, as to the 
renewal of licences through the borough licensing committee appointed 
under section 38 of the Licensing Act, 1872, but such number as the whole 
body of justices acting in and for the borough determine shall be 
substitu for seven as the maximum number of that committee. 
Other amendments to be moved on behalf of the Government define 
“ existing on-licence’’ as an on-licence in force at the date of the passing 
of the Act (including a licence granted by way of renewal from time to 
time of a licence so in force, whether such licence continues to be held by 
the same person or has been or may be transferred to any other person or 
persons) ; establish the principle at, if the justices of a licensing district 
refuse to renew an on-licence on the ground that the holder of the licence 
has persistently and unreasonably refused to supply suitable refreshment 
(other than intoxicating liquor) or on the ground that the holder of the 
licence has failed to fulfil any undertaking given to the justices on the 

t or previous renewal of the licence, the justices shall be deemed to 

ve refused the licence on the ground that the premises have been ill- 





. conducted ; and, in order to overcome an objection raised by Mr. James 




































































































ETE OATS 


TETRA 


UTE. 


ae Ne GEOATLAS RE 








ot a 














628 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 16, 1904, 








Bailey, provide that, in the case of licensed premises used only as public 
gardens, picture galieries, exhibitions, places of public or private enter- 
tainment, railway refreshment rooms, bond fide restaurants or eating 
houses, or for any other purpose to which the holding of a licence is 
merely auxiliary, the rate for the purpose of the publicans’ licence duty 
shall be not less than one-third of that charged in other cases, as the 
justices think proper in the circumstances. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or ReaistRars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 






Date. Emercency <Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
OTA, No. 2. KEKEWICH. FaRwELL. 
Monday, July ............18 Mr. King Mr. Greswell Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday........... 1s Farmer Church Kin, Beal 
Wednesday ., 2 W. Leach Greswell Farmer Carrington 
Thursda 21 Theed Church King Beal 
a Church Greswell Farmer Carrington 
+023 Greswell Church King Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buckwey. JOYCE. Swinvren Eapy. WaprrinaTon. 
18 Mr. Theed Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson Mr. R. Leach 
19 W. Leach R. Leach Pemberton Godfrey 
<a Theed Godfrey Jackson Pemberton 
21 W. Leach R. Leach Pemberton Jackson 
22 Theed Godfrey Jackson Beal 
+023 W. Leach R. Leach Pemberton Carrington 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


July 18.—Messrs, WraTnERALL & GreEx. at the Mart, at 2:—Witley, Surrey (in a 
favourite residential district, about a mile from Witley Station, on the L. & 8.W. Ry., 
close to the picturesque village of Chiddingfold, and three miles from Haslemere) : 
Freehold Family Residence. known as Langhurst. Solicitors Messrs. Walford, 
London.— Bromley, E.: The Freehold Ground-rent of £42 per annum, in one collection, 
secured on seven shops, estimated rental value £220 per annum. Solicitors, H. C. 
ne Esq., and Messrs. Lamb, Son, & Prance, London. (See advertisements, J uly 9, 
PD. iv.). 


uly 19,—Mr. JosErn Srower, at the Mart, at 2, in Twenty-nine Lots:—Upper Norwood 
(for investment or occupation): 15 Leasehold Residences. together producing £1,387 
per annum ; and Five Plots of Building Land. Solicitors, Messrs. Lawrence, Graham, 
& Co., London.- Limehouse: A Freehold Dwelling-house, value £30 per annum.— 
Chigwell, Essex: A Plot of Freehold Building Land, close to Buckhurst-hill Station; 
2 Cottages, producing £45 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Crosley & Burn, London.— 
Richmond, Surrey (for investment or prospective occupation): Leasehold Detached 
Residence, 12 minutes of Richmond Station, let for three or five years from 1902, at £90 
per annum. Solicitor, Charles Mylne Barker, Esq., London.—Burgess Hill, near 
Brighton: Freeh 1d Residence. Solicitors, Messrs. Finch & Jennings, London. (See 
advertisements, July 9, page iii.). 


July 19.—Meesrs. W. W. Jexxrxsox & Co, at the Mart, at 1:—9, Cheapside: A well- 
secured Freehold Rental of £50 a year. Shop and Premises, situate near St. Paul’s- 
churchyerd, sub-leased at a considerable increase, 15%, Holland Park-avenue, W. : 
A Freehold Rental of £75 a year, arising from this Private Residence, near to Holland 
Park Station on the Central London Railway; let on lease. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Jenkinson. Owen, & Co., London. (See advertisements, this week, back page.) 


July 20.— Mesers. Epwrs Fox & Bovsriexn. at the Mart, at 2, in Lots:—County of Surrey: 
Valuable Freehold Residential, Agricultural. snd Building Estates, near Claygate and 
Claremont Station. on the London and South-Western Railway, close to the village of 
Claygate and the Royal domain of Claremont, in the prrishes of Thames Ditton and 
Long Ditton; also Ground-rents and Cottages at Esher and Walton-on-Thames. 
Solicitors, Messrs Dangerfield & Blythe; Stanley J. Attenborough, Esq.; Messrs. 
Lidiard, Son, & Baker; B. Barnett, Esq. ; and Messrs. Caprons, Hitcbins, Brabant, & 
Hitchins, London. (See advertisements, July 9, p. iv.) 


July 20.—Messrs. J. A. Lumtry, Newrox, & Doweut, at the Mart, at 1:—Colchester, 
Eesex within easy driving distance of the town and station, close to the village of 
Peldon): Freehold Residential and Agricultural Estate, known as Peldon Lodge, of 
about 282] acres. Solicitors, Messrs. Budd, Brodie, Hart, & Finch, and Messrs. Lee 
& Pembertons, London. (See advertisement, July 9, p. iii.). 


July 20.—Mesers. H. E. Foster & Craxrretp, at the Mart, at 2:—Cardiganshire: Free- 
hold Lead and Blend Mine and Sheep Walk Farm, known as Cwmbrwyno, situate in 
the parish of Melindwr, about 8} miles from Aberystwyth, comprising an area of 271 
acres.—Kentish Town : Freehold Ground-rents, amounting to £341 15s. per annum, 
with early reversions; in 51 Lots. Solicitor, J. P. Court, Esq., Liverpool, (See adver- 
tisemente, this week, back page.) 


July 21.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Caaxrrecp, at the Mart, at 2:— 
REVERSIONS : 


To One-sixth of a Trust Fund in Railway Stocks, Mortgages, &c., value £25,000; 
y aged 59. Solictor. Albert Myers, Esq , London. 

To £2,000; gentleman aged 40. Solicitor, Stewart McNicholl, Esq., Glasgow. 

To One-third of Trust Fund in Bank and Railway Stocks, value £12,100; lady 
aged 69. Soli-itors, Messrs. Hollams, Sons, Coward, & Hawksley, London. 

To One-third of £1,003 in Colonial Stock ; lady aged 56. Solicitors, Messrs. Budd, 
Johnson, & Jecks, London. 

To One-third of a Trust Fund invested in Metropolitan Stocks, of the estimated 
value of £4,300; lady aged 67. Solicitors, Messrs. Taylor, Stileman, & Under- 
word, London. 

To a Fund invested in Home Railway Stocks, value £10,440; gentleman aged 83. 
To £5.000, of a Trust Fund represented by Metropolitan and Bank of England 
Stock, value £7,200 ; receivable in the same event. Toa Moiety of the said Fund 
after payment thereout of £6,000. To a Moiety of £2,450 8s. 94. Consols, 
receivable on decease of same life. Solicitors, Messrs. Bircham & Co., London. 

To One-fourth of One-reventh of £65,998 Consols; gentleman aged 62; also to 
the remaining Three-fourths of One-seventh of the same sum, receivable on 
decease of ladies aged 75, 74, and 71 respectively. Solicitors, Messrs. Vaughan 
& Buss, London. 

NTEREST of a lady in a sum of £2,000, with covering policy. Solicitors, L. Weather- 
lev, Eaq., London. 
LIFE INTEREST of « lady aged 52, in Freeholds, producing £31 per annum, with 
policy. Solicitor. A. RK. Ollard, Eeq “Wisbech, 
In — of £287 154. 9d. per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Parkes & Browne, 
smdon 


CIES h Em Mutual Life Office life 25; pee 
0.000 in the Britis pire ui e ; life : 
= et Solicitors, Messrs. Janson, Cobb, Pearson, & Co., London, 
SHARES AND STOCK : ; : 
Co. (Limited), 31,150 £1 Ordinary Shares; Roburite Explogiy 
a Limited ). 30 Pe oman Shares of £5 each, fully paid ; Enfield Gas Cp, 
(Limited), £270 Consolidated Preference Stock, Solicitors, A. Wright, Bay, 
Birmingham ; Messrs. Godwin & Son, London. (See advertisement, this week, 


page.) a 
CORN BENT CHARGES, amounting to £70 per annum. Solicitor, L. R. Nash, Em, 
High Wyc»mbe. igh 
E BOND for £3,716 5s., secured upon the life interest of a well. 
. oe estates of ample value. Solicitor, A. Pyke, Esq., London, ‘now 


—} . Curtis & Henson, at the Mart, at 1 :—Park-lane (overlooking the 

—S >. Gate), 10, Park-street, W : A delightful Modern Rent 
occupying one of the choicest positions in Mayfair; held for 80 years at a moder, 
ground-rent. Solicitors, Messrs. Janson, Cobb, Pearson, & Co., London.—Ma i, 
87, Hill-street, Berkeley-square, W.: A payee medium-sized 
Residence; held for a term of nearly 50 years. _ licitors, Messrs. Gadsden 
Treherne, London. (See advertisements, July 9, p. iii.). 

_ . Struson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Camberwell-grove (near Denmark. 

J uly Station): : Freehold Ground-rents of £105 perannum, with valuable Reversion in 

1908. Solicitors, Messrs. Petch & Co., London. (See advertisements, July 9, p. iii) 


Result of Sale. 


on two Fully-licensed Houses in St. George’s East and Spital- 
fields po pom ty de ad at broydon, Notting Hill, Bethnal Green and Mang 
Park formed the bulk of Messrs. C. C. & T. Moonr’s sale at the Mart, on the 8th; 
also included a Freehold Shop at Red Lion-street, Holborn, and Leasehold Ground-reny 
at Bromley, Kent. The whole were sold, the total realizing £14,000. One ground-rent a 
Manor Park sold at 31 years’ purchase. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, July 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lorep In CaANCERY. 


‘ STU "NDICATE, Limitzp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 19, to 
— 1 eran = addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thoma 
Jehu Garlick, 17 and‘18, Basinghall st. Hays & Co, Clement's In, Lombard st, solors for 
liquidators tp: ae a iol 
. $ Lrverroot), Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
—— Tt their onchond an addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Louis Nicholas, 19, Castle st, Liverpool aaa 
INNING & Co, Luntrep—Petn for winding up, present uly 5, directe e hea 
—— aly Hall, Queen’s rd, Hastings, July 25, at2p.m. Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn 
eq, for Willett, Devonshire terr, Bexhill, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 23 
: CUMBERLAND, LimirEp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send in 
hm nem —y address, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Stanley Bown, 
Dian Co, I Credito ired before Aug 31 
np Jarran Co, Lintrep— itors are required, on or before Aug 
“2 ee ok addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Leama 
Judah Davies, 85, Gracechurch st. Burn & Berridge, Old Broad st, solors for liquidator 
o Ki 1TED—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 15, to send their names 
7 pg particulars of their debts or claims, to Percy W Straus, 7, Great 
Winchester st ‘ - pee ll 
ACKBURN) Co, LimiTEp (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are requ’ on 
— > July Beanie) poh names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Joseph Sutcliffe Rayner, Craven Bank chmbrs, Bradford, Firth & Firth, 
Bradford, solors for liquidator - e sass 
4 AND DEVELOPMENT (Parent) SyrnpicaTe, Lusrep—Creditors are 
ee yomens before ing 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to John Wishart, 15, Great 8t Helens. Williams & Co, Broad & 
pl, Finsbury cres, solors for liquidator se ; 
3 Mine (W.A.), Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 29, to 
yn po Arde and pe Fn and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wm 
Strachan, 4, King st, Cheapside 


London Gazette.—TorspAy, July 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loirep 1n CHANCERY. 


vEX " y Liurrrp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 14, to send their 
—- eS en the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Henry 
Jefferys, 5, London Wall bldgs, Finsbury circus 3 ek - oo oll 

i o r veer Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 19, 
— Banal a “addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Adams, 347-351, Birkbeck Bank chmbrs, Holborn 
J wa Man’s Inpustaiat Society, Linitep—Petn for winding up, 

en Directed to be heard at Sheffield July 21. Wilson, Bank st, shettleld, 
solor for pether. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 20 , ERI: 

c : RESs Co, Lumtrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 9, directed 
—— coor jay 36. ‘Abrahams & Co, 5, Tokenhouse yard, solors. for petners, 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
sosn of 30 a - ae ps ia 

—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their names 
gt ey particulars of their debts or claims, to Augustus Edwin Hibberd, 30, 
Coleman st . me ., sical 
T x Parnaty & Co, Lintrep (in Votuntary Liguipation)—Creditors 
ge Fe phys ba "Aug 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to M. Mowat, William Foster, G. W. Anthony, and George 
Brendon, Hopetown House, Lloyd’s ay. Simmonds, Austin Friars 

'EL } LuwtTep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 15, to send their 
ee and the particulars of their debts @ claims, to Robert Rhodes, 
Low Pavement, Nottingham. Clifton & Co, Nottingham, solors for lijuids tor 

RINGFIE JoLuieRy, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented July 8, directed to be 
“co ye he County Court House. St Peter’s Gate, Nottingham, July 22, at 12 o'clock. 
Wells & Hind, Fletcher gate, Nottingham, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 21 } 

yER y “2p —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their 
re Se 4 — the particulars of their debts or claims, to Augustus Edwin 
Hibberd, 30, Coleman st ae 
Us cimirep 1s CHANCERY. 
N , Brixton 14, Hardware Dealer—Creditors are required, on or before July 
nt an ane te Bn of their claims to Mr Alexander Wright, 34 and %, 
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Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Criarm. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 12. 
Canrex, Exiza, Upper Claptonrd Oct 1 Carter v Carter, Farwell, J Nutting, Lincoln’s 
inn fields j 
Qaaknock, Davin, Deane af, Belton, Shopkeeper Aug 12 Charnock y Clegg, Rezistrar, 
chester Ww, mn. : ; 
oe tame, Manor Park, Ruddi n, Nottingham, Architect Aug 20 Smith v 
Thompson & Sons, Buckley and Warrington, JJ Currey, Derby 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Frivay, July 1. 


ze, JoserH Bexsamin, Bradford Aug9 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 

=. THoMAs, Newton’ Heath, Manchester, Boot Dealer July 21 Grundy & Co, 
ester . 
Birrex, WitL1AM Samvuex, Gt Russell st, Bloomsbury July 31 Parker, Monument st 
Box, Paozse, Bradford July 30 Neill & Holland, B ‘ord 
Buarit?, CHARLES, Iifracombe July 30 Huxtable, Ilfracombe | : 
Busu, Heyry Freperick Tosty, Bristol Aug7 Gouldsmith & Gribble, Bristol 
Boris, Joun, Wealdstone, Builder July 16 Wood & Radermacher, Camomile st 
Coorzr, JonaTthan, Chevington, Suffolk, Builder Joly 30 Woolnough & Co, Bury St 
un! 


8 . 
Comune, JAvz Marra, St Leonard’s on Sea Augi12 Burch & Co, Spring dos 
Dzaycorr, WiLtiAM Farmer, Bournemouth July 16 Thomas & Co, Birmingham 
Foryiss, WitLtam, Manchester, Agent July 21 Grundy & Co, Manchester 
Gruen, Jutra, Walmer, Kent Augi Crowders & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields a: 
Hanis, Wiu1am, Rodborough, Glos, Manager of Borax Works July 23 Winter- 

botham & Sons, Stroud : 

Horr, Lady Mary Frayces, Ovington gins Aug 4: Seagrove & Co, Chancery In 
Hortoy, Greorce Gor, Leake, Lines, Brewer Aug 20 on & Simpson, Boston 
Howe, Freperick WILLIAM, West Kirby, Chester Aug9 Patey, Finsbury sq 
Howe, Mary Ann, Margate Augi Alpe & Ward, Serjeant’s inn, Temple 
Jacksox, RerenTaNnor, Bowgrave, nr Garstang, Lancs July 16 Clark & Co, Lancaster 
Lewis, Ex1za, Dudley, Worcester July 30 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 
Lyows, ExizaneTH ANN, Hyde Park Augil0 Roche & Co, Church ct, Old Jewry 
Marxsy, Aveustus Pariuir, Dulwich Aug8 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 
Magyer, Jane, Cubitt Town, Poplar Aug 30 Turner & Co, Finsbury pvmt 
Manrspex, Marruew, Oldham, Lancs Aug 24 Lees,Oldham 
Meverste1x, Henniztre, Bayswater Aug 26 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 
Mipvieton, Tuomas, Seaton Ross, Yorks Farmer Aug 20 Robson, Pocklington 
Mus, Janet, Leytonstone, Essex Aug9 Turner, Basinghall av 
Packman, Exizazetn, Leamington Spa Aug1_ Passman, Leamington Spa 
Packman, Witu1am, Leamiogton Spa Augi1 Passman, Leamingwn Spa 
Passmore, Jonn, Exeter Augl Ford & Uo, Exeter 
Poak, JoseruH, Moss Side, nr Mynchester, Picture Dealer Aug 4 Walker, Manchester 
Pryor, James, Melbourn, Cambridge, Fruit Grower Aug 10 Wortham & Co, Royston 
Punvis, Hensert Joun Epwarp, Cullumpton, Devon Aug 8 Bartlett, Bush lo 
Reprery, WILLIAM, Bakewell, Derby Augi5 F & H Taylor, Bakewell 
Rees, Bexsamin, Rhymney, Mon, Licensed Victualler Augi Trump, Rhymney, Mon 
Rowson, Jessz, Lymm, Chester, Draper Aug2 Browne & Co, Warrington 
— ~~ pow Lenton, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Aug 6 Hunt & Dickins, 
ottingham 
Surra, Witi1am Backwe.t, Gosport, Hants Aug8 Hobbs & Brutton, Portsmouth 
Wanavest, James Brapsnaw, Disley, Derby July31 Bennett & Co, Chapel en le Frith, 


nr Stockport 
Wetrare, Atyazp Taomas, Ashford, Kent, Locomotive Railway Inspector Aug 2 Danby 


Co, Co: 
Woouetr, Wittiam, Windsor Augi10 Taylor & Co, Lavender hill 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 5 
Bainey, Wi.t1am, Allsop pl, Marylebone rd, Eating house Keeper Aug 2 Parish & 
Hickson, Laurence Pountney hi 
Bayuiss, Lyp1a SARAH, Birmingham Augi13 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 
Bircu, Grorce Henry, Lincoln’s inn fields Aug 6 Edmonds Co, Clifford’s inn 
Buacksury, James, Brindle, nr Chorley, Farmer July 16 Woodcock, Bamber Bridge, Lancs 
Boor, Anniz, Nottingham Aug Stocker, Nottingham 
Brown, ExizabeTH Apams, Merriottsford, Somerset July 30 Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 
Cuanpier, Gzorcz OwxEs, Broome, Norfolk Aug5 Havers, Norwich 
WARD, Epwarp, Cowdon, Chester, Manufacturer Aug15 Parkinson & Co, Manchester 
Dopp, Eowarp James, Ealing Aug5 Guscotte & Fowler, York bldgs, Adelphi 
Fixszy, Many Any, Walton on Trent, Derby July 9 Cowlishaw, Uttoxeter 
Hanates, Rey Ricuarp Davies, Newark, Notts Augi Acton & Marriott, Nottingham 
Huts, Joun, Tottenham, Woollen Warehouseman Aug 20 Pride, Liverpool 
ames, a, Egton with Newland, Greenodd, nr Ulverston Aug 25 Arnison & 
‘0, Penri 
Houpsworru, Curistixa, Birmingham July 30 Arnold & Son, Birmingham 
Houtaxp, Cami Cxorxe, Clavering, Essex Aug 5 Hemsley & Co, Albany courtyard, 
iccaditly 
Isaacs, Resecoa, Southampton row Aug8 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Learnam, Joun Fuiytorr, Stoke Newington July 29 Leatham & Co, Wakefi 
Suranens, Sir Donatp Horyr, Harley House, Regent’s Park Aug 12 Eland & Co, 
gar sq 
Masters, Catuesine, Putney Augi2 Hales, Clifford’s inn 
oe Mary Ann, West Gorton, Manchester angi Lloyd & Davies, Manchester 
M DwayY, Francis Epwarp, Romford, Boot Maker July 15 Porter, Romford 
1LLER, Joun, Arnold, Notts, Cottager Aug Clifton & Co, Nottingham 
Newuas, A.unep, Wadhurst, Sussex Sept1 Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge Wells 
— Joun Freeman, KO, Scalebv Castle, nr Carlisle Sept1 Abbott & Co, Bristol 
URVI8, Perga _—_ Winchmore Hill, Middlesex Sept 1 Marchant & Co, College st, 
on si 
Honwaxo, Hesny, Horsham, Stonemason Aug4 Cotching, Horsham 
8 Daan, Cartes, Whitworth, Lancs, Quarryman Aug8 Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 
ee Eaxest Bennett Sixcuair, North st, Wi nster, Architect Aug5 Metcalfe 


Bx rpe, neery Jn 

— Samur., Liverpool Aug1 Nicholson & Pemberton, Liverpool 

W TH, Nick. Martin, Lombard st Augi Freshfields, Old Jewry 
YaTt, ANTHONY, Kingswood, Bristol Aug17 King, Bristol 


London Gasette.—Frivay, July 8, 


Brixton hill Aug9 Deacon & Oo, Great 8t Helens 


Aurxanpen, Witttam, 
Aug 12 Jennings, Bishop Auck- 


Alaoxp, Joux, West Auckland, Durham, Innkeeper 





Avery, Rev Epmunp Verpon, Spring Hill, Gloucester Aug10 Von Sommer & Elers, 
Arundel st 


AnpreEws, Jos, Lower Boddington, Northampton, Farmer Aug9 Fairfax, Banbury 
ASHELFORD, James, Bristol, Confectioner Aug 1 David & Evans, Cardiff , 

Bacxrats, Coaries Antuur, Ki upon Hull July 18 Witty, Hull 

Baker, Exiza, Milton Riekinebai urne, Kent sept 30 Twisden & Co, Gray’s inn sq 
anes Freperick, Ricki Superior, Suffolk Aug 15 Pattinson & Brewer, Gt 


‘ames st, Bedford row : 

Bisnor, Henry, Southminster, Essex Augi2 Crick & Freeman, Maldon, Essex 

Buakey, Ricward, Batley, Yorks, Millwright Augi18 Brearley, Batley 

Bonn, Harry, Gt Yarmouth July 15 Chamberlin, Gt Yarmou' 

Borwiok, Ex1za Poor, Newnham on Severn Augl0 Hamlyn, Torquay 

BroapMEabow, JoHN Hengy, Crumpsall, Manchester, Steel Grinder Aug 20 Doyle, 
Manchester 

Brown, Tuomas, agg ey Mae Westcott, Strand 

Busn, Oxiver Grorcer, East use Aug 5 Sydenham, Plymouth 

Cassipy, Many Marearet, South Shields Augi_ Tindle, South Shields 

Crappuck, Amos, Farleigh, Kent Aug 15 Stratton, West Malling, Kent 

Crappuck, Exiza, East Farleigh, Kent Augi5 Stratton, West Malling, Kent 

Curtis, Jonny Coaruzs Pirrmay, Basingstoke July 30 Chandler & Co, Basingstoke 

Dartnati, Mary Etvey, Cheltenham July 16 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 

Fietcuer, Henry, Birmingham, Metal Worker Augi15 Coley & Coley, Birmingham 

Gapen, E.ten, Upminster, Essex Aug4 Palmer, Bridgwater 

Hampson, Tuomas, Walkden, Lancs Sept2 Berry, Manchester 

Hangison, James, Chorley, Lancs, Florist Aug5 Neville, Chorley 

Haraison, Tuomas, Milnrow, Lancs, Woollen Weaver Aug 22 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 

Hassa.., Henry, Withiogton, Manchester Aug 20 Dawson & Co, Newisq, Lincoln’s inn 

Hicuens, Grorce Veauz, Plymouth Aug5 T& H Wolferstan, Plymouth 

Ho.tioway, Any, Luton Aug 20 Singleton, Luton 

Hore, Aprian Cuartes Francis, Chelsea Aug9 Hasties, Lincoln’s inn fields 

a Arrsur Epwarp, Edgbaston, Warwick, House Decorator Aug 6 Walthall, 

irmingham 

Howakrp, Harry, Merton Park, Wimbledon, Timber Merchant Augi1 Lister, Thavies 
ina, Holborn circus 

Hunt, Saran Everton, Borrowash, Derby July 80 Briggs & Co, Derby 

Jounson, Taomas, Shelf, Halifax Aug 4 Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 

Keicuury, Davin, Harrogate, Hotel Keeper Augi Rhodes 

Low, Wiiu1am Wattace, Badgworth, Glos Aug 20 Billings, Cheltenham 

Lox.ey, Jouy, Ealing Augil5 Senior & Furbank, Richmond, Surrey 

Mansereu, Lieut Lorrus Caartes Oaivy, H M S Submarine Al Aug 1 Vincent & 


Beatty, Dublin 
Massey, Joun Water, Custom House, Essex, Licensed Victualler Sept 22 Stone, 
Woolwich , 
rpoo 


Mawopsiey, James Puart, Liverpool, Publisher Aug5 Whitley & Co, Live 

Mirc#e.., Any, Brimington, nr Chesterfield Aug 9 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 

Mirtiy, Evizaseru, Somerstown, Chichester Augi10 Staffurth, Bognor 

Nesrietp, Witt1aAm Taomas, Peake, Stainton Dale, Yorks July 22 Birdsall & Cross, 
ro’ 


oroug 
Scuorie.p, James, Rochdale, Dentist Augi1 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 
Suapiey, Tuomas, Torquay Augl0 Hamlyn, Torquay 
Tuomas, Cuantes Jouy, Longsight, Manchester, Printer’s Foreman Aug 20 Ogden, 
Manchester 


Town ey, Tuomas, Rochdale Aug1 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 
Unperwoop, Cxares, Dorset sq, Solicitor Aug12 Taylor & Co, Bedford row 
Warp, Lovisa, Nottingham July 30 Whitworth, Nottingham 
Wanp, Josern, Nottingham July 30 Whitworth, Nottingham 
Wipe, Rosert, Roc e, Machinist Aug1 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 
Wives, Grorce Tuomas, Leytonstone Avugi15 Gamble, Finsbury pymt 


Yout, Sir James AnnpeLt, KCMG, Clapham Park Sept 30 Travers Smith & Co, Throg- 
morton av 
Youxe, E.izasets, Hurworth, Durham Aug5 Lucas & Co, Darlington 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 12. 


Acats, Jony Harwoop, Shipley, Sussex, Farmer Augil Flowers, Steyning, Sussex 
Beat, Cuaries Witiiam, Loigh on Sea Augé6 W & F Gregson, Southend on Sea 
Berser, Cuar.es, Henfield, Sussex, Farmer Augill Flowers, Steymin sg, Sussex 

Boyp, Tuomas, -tapleton, Yorks, Builder July -6 Latimer, Darling on 

BatnDie, WILLIAM Tuomas, Eccles, Lancs July 29 Watson, Manchester 

Brookr, Grorce denny, Earlsheaton, Dewsbury Sept1 Gledhill, Dewsbury 
CaLpWELL, Mary Resecoa, Manchester Augl0 Hockin & Co, Manchester 

Cow isnaw, Joan, Sparkbrook, Birmingham Aug 22 Rowlands & Co, Birmingham 
Epwarps, Ricuarp, Walworth, Paper Merchant Aug10 Birt & Son. Southwark 

Evne, Evwano, Penistone, Yorks, Farmer Oct 1 Dransfield & Hodgkinson, Penistone, 


nur tiield 
Gastineau, Henry Francis, Peckham Aug2 Carr, Gt Tower st 
GisLert, Freperick W1L.14M, Portishead, Somerset, Wine Merchant Aug9 Perham & 


Son, Bristol 
Gowine, Benvamin Cuaston, Stocksbridge, Yorks, Surgeon Oct 1 Dransfield & Hodg- 


kinson, Penistone, nr Sheffield 
Grercory, Tuomas Heyry, Whalley, Lancs Aug 11 Metcalfe & Co, Raymond bidgs, 


Gray’s inn 
Guraniez, Soraia Cummine, Tunbridge Wells Aug 15 Dawes & Co, Angel ct, Throg- 


morton st 

Harrisox, Jonn, Newport,Mon Augil Laybourne, ounet, Mon 
Hupson, Fanny, Narborough, Leicester Aug 10 Berridge & Sons, Leicester 
Hoyt, Sanan, Northfield, Worcester Aug 31 Smith, Birmingham 
Laycock, Isapgetua, Yeadon, Yorks, me | 6 Newstead & Co, Otley 
Lazenby, Hannan, Peterdorough Augi10 Wilson, Peterborough 

Lee, Ricuarb, Wail Heath, nr Dudley, Staffs Sept 24 Burton, Birmi 
Lovett, Epwarp A.pgonse, Palace st, Buc gate Sept 12 


inn fields 
Mipperon, Freperick, Handsworth July 28 New, Birmingham 


Morcay, Rionarp, Carew, Pembroke Aug 26 Lewis & James, Narberth 

Norracors, Ciara Wetis, Healing Manor, Lincs Sept 9 Hamlins & Co, Fleet st 

Oreerr, Martaa, Roby, Lancs Augil2 Gill & Co, Liverpool 

Pimvorr, Wittiam, Levenshutme, nr Manchester, Farmer Aug 22 Earle & Co, Man- 
c 


eee. ay Hampton Bishop, Hereford July 29 Wright, Leigh 

Raynes, Maria Lucy, Southampton Aug9 Goater & Blatch, Southampton 

Sayer, Ayn Par, Burghley rd, Highgate rd Sept 12 Janson & Co, College hill 

Suaw, Josern, Nottingham Aug 9 Fraser, Nottingham 

Gatany Spain, Pembroke gdns, Kensington, Author Aug 15 Hewitt & Co, Leaden- 
Surra, Wrux1aM, Tyldesley, Lancs July 29 Wright, Tyldesley 

Tomuinsox, Desoran Manta, Clevedon, Somerset Aug 8 Cunnington & Co, Braintree 
Wuirrte, Saran, Liverpool Aug 20 Suter, Liverpool 

Witttams, Exizasrra, Govilon, Lianwenarth Ultra, Mon Aug19 J & C Nesbitt, Aber. 


gavenny = 
Wiisoy, Tuomas, Brighton Aug? Griffith & Co, Brighton 


ham 
elton, Lincoln's 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, July 8. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Attwoop, Atsert, Hillmorton, Warwick, Farmer 
Coventry Pet June18 Ord Julv 4 

Baruam, Hersert, Hitchin, Herts, Engineer Luton Pet 
dJuly5 Ord July 5 

Bvacksusn, CHArtes, Lincoln, Grocer Lincoln Pet July 
4 Ord July 4 

Burrorp, Waiter Witiiam, Cuartrs Joun Burrorp, 
Kicnarp ALFRED BurrorD, Ernest Exocn Burrorp, 
and Josava Freperick Burrorp, Bermondsey, Salt 
Dealers High Court Pet June8 Ord July5 

Conn, Peter, Manchester, Furniture Dealer Manchester 
Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Dopswortn, Samurt, Ousegate, Selby, Yorks, Licensed 
Victualler York Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Beers, Aurrep G, Liverpool, Surveyor Liverpool Ord 
July 6 

Hawkiss, Wi1Lt1aAM Freperick Mortimer, Cardiff Cardiff 
Pet June 22 Ord July 1 

Hew ett, Ricaarp, Essex st, Strand High Court Pet 
June 8 Ord July 1 

Homes, Jounsox, Wolverhampton, Chemist Wolver- 
hampton Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Howlr, ArTHUR, Stockton on Tees, Plumber Stockton on 
Tees Pet July2 Ord July 2 

Howsoyx, Jouy, Penrith, Camperland, Coach Builder 
Carhsle Pet June 21 Ord July 6 

Humpnureys, Heyry, Worley, Oldbury, Worcester, Farmer 
West Bromwich Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Jouxson, THomAsS Wuittiam, Morecambe, Auctioneer 
Preston Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Jones, GrorGe Water, Brockley, Kent, Wine Merchant 
vreenwich Pet July 5 July 5 

Keere, Jouy, Charing Cross rd High Court Pet May 25 


Ord July 6 

Lave, James, Heavitree, Devon, Butcher Exeter Pet July 
6 Ord July 6 

Lixey, Cuares, Aldershot, Builder Guildford Pet July 
5 Ord July 5 


McLegop, ——, Manchester rd, Notting Hill, Laundry Pro- 
prietor High Court Pet June 16 Ord July 6 

Maxpeies, Georce Bertram, West Bridgtord, Clerk 
Nottingham Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Mason, Grorce, Frodingham, Lincs, lebvene Gt Grimsby 
Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Merxinc, Gzorcre Heney, Oxford Oxford Pet June 11 
Ord July 6 

Miter, Fxanx M, Castellian mans, Maida Vale High 
Court Pet May6 Ord July 6 

Mitis, Emtty Maria, Walsall, GlassDealer Walsall Pet 
June ;4 Ord June in 

MoreGan, Joun Grirritu, Shaftesbury st, Dairyman High 
Court Pet June8 Ord July6 ie . 

Morean, Morcan, Swansea, Butcher Swansea Pet July 5 
Ord July5 

Pargott. Witt1aAm Rosert, Chorlton on Medlock, Skirt 
Manufacturer Manchester Pet July5 Ord July5 

Porz, FREpeRICK Cuar.es, Presteigne, Radnor, saddler 

minster Pet July 5 Ord July 5 

Reape, G H, St James’s st High Court Pet May 21 
Ord July 6 

Sreavss, Joun, Clarendon ter, Maida Vale, Carpenter High 
Court PetJuly4 Ord july4 

Witi1ams, Tuomas, Carnarvon, Grocer Bangor Pet July 
4 Ord July 4 

Wirs0x, Samvet, Northowram, nr Halifax, Publican 
Habfax Pet July4 Ord July 4 


* FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALtwoop, ALBERT, Hillmorton, Warwick, Farmer July 18 
at12 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

AppLeGATe, James, Kugby, Warwick, Builder 
at12 Off Kec, 8, High st, Coventry 

Bareacrovucn, Hervert, Warley, nr Halfax, Overlooker 
July 20 at3 Off Kec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Beatty, Witttam Jonx, Stockton on Tees, Medical 
Practitioner 

Bisnor, Tuomas, Uphampton, Docklow, Hereford, Farm 
Bailiff July 18 ati1z.o 4, Corn sq, Leominster 

Broveutoy, James, Gt Grimsby, Commission Agent July 
16 ati1l Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby - 4 

Burroxy, Warter Witiiam, Cnaries Joun Burronp, 
Kicnarp A.reep Burrorp, Ersest Exocu Burrorp, 
and Josuva Frepxrick Bourrorp, Bermondsey, walt 
Dealers July 19 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dimmock, Water, E Gossons End, Gt Berkhampstead, 
Herts, Carriage Builder July 16 at 12 1, St Aldate’s, 
Oxford 

Dopswortn, Samury, Ousegate, Selby, Yorks, Licensed 
Victualler July 18 at 12.30 Uff kec, The Red House, 
Duncombe pl, York 

Epuoxpsox, Josern, Wellington Bridge, Leeds, Dyer July 
20 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, ate 

Eruraixetox, Groxce, Brighton, Pork Butcher July 18 
ati1l Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Fox, Jous, Nottingham July 19 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle 
pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Gres, Husenst, Chorley, Lancs, Licensed Victualler July 
19 at% 19. Exchange st, Bolton 

Hatiam, Coaties Cuement Faunsworta, Plymouth, Box 
Maker July 19 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Athenszeum ter, 
Plymouth 

Horren, Janes, Bishopton, Durham, Innkeeper July 20at 3 
8, Albert rd, Middiesbrough 

Howiz, Antuvn, Stockton on Tees, Plumber July 20 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Jouxsos, Tuomas. Middlesbrough, Dock Checker July 22 
at 1240 Off Kec, 4, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Kiso, Tusa Hewny, Leicester July 18 at 12 Off Rec, 1, 
Berridge st, Leicester 

Laxe, Janes, Heavitree. Devon, Butcher July 21 at 


July 20 | 


General Dealer July 21 at 11 

Rec, 6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Mitts, Wit1aM Fouxkes, Wellington, Ironmonger July 16 
at12 Off Rec, Bridge st, No pton 

Owen, Wit114M Jamas, Erith, Kent, Ironmonger July 25 
at 12.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Parker, ALBerT Georce, lLevenshulme, Manchester 
Manufacturer’s Agent July 16 at11 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, Manchester 

Pareons, Gzores, Bradwell Wharf, nr Wolverton, Bucks, 
Lime Burner July 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, Bridge st, 
Northampton 


a Jou, Devonport, 





PRaATLEY, ALBERT, Milton under Wychwood, Butcher July 
18at12 1, 8t. Adlate’s, Oxford 
Reap, Jou», Thorpe St Andrew, Norfolk, Carpenter July 
16 at 12.20 Orf Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Reape,GH, 8t James’sst July 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs,. 
Carey st 
Roserts, Joun, Easton Mandit, Northampton, Farmer’s 
Manager July 16 at 11 Off Res, Bridge st, Northamp- 
ton 
Rowset., Caartes, Yeovil, Carpenter July 18 at 12 Off 
Rec, City chmbrs, less st, Salisbury 
Sueans, Jonny, Buttyland, Manorbier, Pembroke, Farmer 
July 18 at 11,30 Royal Gate House Hotel, Tenby 
Sritesury, Gzorcz Lucas, Creamery, Findern, Derby, 
Farmer July 19 atil Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Strauss, Jonny, Maida Vale, Carpenter July 18 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
TABERNER, Tom, Bolton. Licensed Victualler July 21 at 3 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Turyer, Witi1AmM ALsert, Neath Abbey, nr Neath, 
Iabourer July 19 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 
Swansea 
Vixcent, Artur, Wimbledon, Provision Dealer July 18 
at11.30 24, Railwey app, London Bridge 
Wetts, JANE STEWART, ag Spinster July 28 at 
10.45 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Witson, Samvet, Land's End, Northowram, nr Halifax, 
Publican July 20 at 3.30 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, 
Halifax : 
Woop, Joszru, Tyldesley, Lancs, Wheelwright July 18 at 
3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Woop, Wiit1i1am Cnarizes Grorce Sypyry, Hounslow, 
Licensed Victualler July 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 14, Bed- 
ford row 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 28: 
Connotty, Patrick, Bolton, Cooper July 7 at 11 19, 
| Exchange st, Bolton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
| Bisnop, Henry Srepnex, Bishopston, Bristol, Printer 
| Bristol Pet June17 Ord July 6 
| Brsnor, W1LL1AM Groroe, Nottingham, Builder Notting- 
ham Pet June22 Ord July 6 " 
BLAcKkBurN, CHARLES, Lincoln, Grocer Lincoln Pet July 
4 Ord July 4 
Burrow, Rosert Foster, Vestry rd, Camberwell High 
Court Pet Feb4 Ord July 4 
Cany, JoszpH, Miskin, Mountaia Ash, Glam, Glazier 
Aberdare Pet Jure18 Ord July 5 
Ciarke, Josi1an, Sparkbrovk, Birmingham, Horse Dealer 
Barnet Pet Feb18 Ord July 1 
Conen, Peter, Manchester, Furniture Dealer Manchester 
Pet July6 Ord July 6 é 
Diumock, Watter, Gt Berkhampstead, Carriage Builder 
Aylesbury Pet May 26 urd July 6 
Dopswortn, Samvue., Ousegate, Selby, Yorks, Licensed 
Victualler York Pet July 4 Ord July 4 
Eruerincioy, GeorGe, Brighton, Pork Butcher Brighton 
Ord July 5 
Farmer, Grorce Wesster, and Freperick CHARLES 
Rays.ey, Birmingham, Cycle Manufacturers Birming- 
ham Pet May 31 Ord July 6 
Fow er, Grorce, Markfield rd, South Tottenham, General 
Dealer High Court Pet June 23 Ord July5 
Howmes, Jounsox, Wolverhampton, Staffs, Chemist 
Wolverhampton Pet July6 Ord July 6 
Howie, Arruur, Stockton on Tees, Plumber Stockton on 
Tees Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Hvu»psreys, Henry, Warley in Oldbury, Worcester, Farmer 


West Bromwich Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
umes, PD canes Leeds Leeds Pet May 27 Ord 
une 


Jouysoyx, Toomas Wii.1aM, Morecambe, Auctioneer Pres- 
ton Pet July6 Ord July 6 

J ones Sane Regent st, Furrier High Court Pet June 2 
Ord July 4 

Jones, Gzorce WALTER, Brockley, Wine Merchant Green- 
wich PetJuly5 Ord July 5 

Keevit, Josuva, Clapham Park Wandsworth Pet May 
12 Ord July 5 

Lane, James, Heavitree, Devon, Butcher Exeter Pet 
July 6 Ord July 6 

an, Aldershot, Builder Guildford Pet July 
5 Ord July5 

Marries, Georce Bertram, West Bridgford, Clerk 
Nottingham Pet July6 Ord J 5 & 

Mason, Groner, Frodingham, Lincs, Labourer Gt Grimsby 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Massarsix, Putuir Friepaicu, Gt St Helen’s, Wine Mer- 
chant High Court Pet May16 Ord July 4 

Mavps.ey, Mies, and Jonatuan Ernest Drew, Bristol, 
Coal Merchants Bristol Pet June 16 Ord July 5 

Miuis, Emtty Manta, Walsall, Glass Dealer Walsall Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

Morcan, Moroax, Swansea, Butcher Swansea Pet July 
5 Ord July 5 

Mortimer, Cuarues, Stoke by Nayland, Syffolk, Grocer 
and Draper Ipswich Pet June2l Ord July 6 

Pasrott, Witttam Ropert, Chorlton on Medlock, Skirt 
Manufacturer Manchester Pet July5 Ord J uly 5 

Porz, Faxperick Cuaries, Presteigne, Radnor, Saddler 

pominster Pet J 5 Ord July 5 
Pyxv, Frayk, © Room Proprietor 





10.20 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 





Chancery In, News 
Court Pet May12 Ord July 2 / 


Sawyer, AtFrep Wiiu14M, North Shields, Northum 
: : Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 9 
uly 4 


Sawyer, Gzorce Wii.iam, Kingston Hill, 

Agent Kingston, Surrey Pet June 30 Ord Julyg 
Sreap, Henry, Bushopston, Bristol Bristol Pet Tune % 
Srnsvss, Jous, Clarendon ter, Maida Vale, © 

RAUSS, JOHN, Clarendon ter, Maida Vale, Ca: 

Court Pet July 4 Ord July 4 a 
Weuts, Jane Stewart, Crawley Brighton Pet Tune 

Ord J uly 6 
WestAati, GeorcE, Chancery In, Surveyor High Court Pe 

March 30 Ord July 4 
WituiaMs, Tuomas, Carnarvon, Grocer Bangor Pet Tuy 

4 Ord July 4 
Witson, Samvugt, Northowram, nr Halifax, Public 

Halifax Pet July4 Ord July 4 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of June 21 : 
Purstow, JonatHan Epwix, West Bromwich, Gree, 
grocer West Bromwich Pet June16 Ord June 1g 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atpis, WALTER Sipney, Heavitree, Devon, Auctions, 
Exeter Pet July7 Ord July7 


~~; “> Frep, Mark, Somerset, Butcher Wells Pet Juney 
9 


uly ¢ 

Brown, Tuomas, Idol In, Gt_Tower st, Ship Broker High 
Court Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

Carr, Norman, Knowle Park, Keighley, Hairdresser Braj. 
ford Pet July7 Ord July7 

Criarke, Coantes Wituiam, Holmes, Rotherham, Yorks, 
Builder Sheffield Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Cuement, ALFRED LeEsTER, Wentags. Berks, Race Home 
Trainer Oxford Pet July9 Ord July9 

CorpinGLEy, THomas, Wetherby, Yorks, Tanner Yok 
Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Daguineton, Joun Wim, jun, Chatham, Rent Collect 
Rochester Pet July8 Ord July 8 


Fear, Frank, Lydney, Glos, Butcher Newport, Mon Pe 


July8 Ord July 8 

Finn, Harry, Herne Bay, Brewer Canterbury Pet July 
9 Ord July 9 

Gotpina, James, Cornhill High Court Pet June 21 On 


Gunmen Jouy, Birmingham, Coach Builder Birmingham 
Pet June 22 Ord 5 uly 8 

Haz, Witu1am, Worksop, Notts, Builder Sheffield Pe 
July9 Ord July 9 

Hatz, Witu1am, Kennet, Cambs, Publican Cambridge Pet 
June 28 Ord July 9 

Harti, Wiiu1aM, Snow hill, Holborn, Confectioner High 
Court Pet June 23 Ord July 8 

Harrtwie, Pau, Beech st, Barbican, Ostrich Feather Man 
facturer High Court Pet June 17 Ord July8 

Hayunow, E A, Kast Ham, Travel'er High Court Pe 
June 16 Ord July 8 

Hepworts, Broapiry, Pudsey, Yorks, Insurance Super 
intendent Bradford Pet July7 Ord July7 

Hopson, Ricuanp, Leeds Leeds Pet July9 Ord July9 

Horr, Jony, King’s Heath. Worcester, lronmonger Bir 
mingham Pec July6 Ord July 6 

Jounsoy, Anniz, Kingston upon Hull, Bird Dealer King- 
ston upon Hull Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

Jounson, JonN Tuomas, Whitby. Yorks, Milliner Stockton 
on Tees Pet June21 Ord July7 

Joyzs, Eviezer, Nunhead, Builder High Court Pet June 
15 Ord July 8 

Kuzix, Haragis, Norton Folgate, Bishopsgate Without, 
Jeweller High Court PetJuly8 Ord July 8 

Lane, Witt1amM, Wedmore st, Upper Holloway, Carman 
High Court Pet July 7 Ord July7 

Lewis, James, and ALLAN Fraser Bricstockr, Liverpod, 
Cotton Brokers Liverpool Pet July 6 Ord Julys 

Mercer, Atrrep Epwarp, Folkestone, Builder Canterbury 
Oid Jwy 5 

Morris, Joun Wi11AM, Misterton, Notts, Draper Lincoln 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 : 

Movnrie.p, Epwarp, Cranage, nr Holmes Chapel, Chester, 
Cattle Dealer Macciestield Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Paurs, Jonn Wituiam, Welling, Kent, Coachbuilder 
Rochester Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Pike, Joseru, Garnant, Carmarthen, Fruit Dealer Car- 
marthen Pet July Ord July 9 

Ruopes, Jonn Wiikinson, Barry Dock, Glam, Insurance 
Agent Cardiff Pet July4 Ord July 4 


Suerarp, Taomas, Church Brampton, 
Per July 6 Ord July 6 

Suepparp, Evcar Joseru, Hockley, Birmingham, Grocer 
Birmingham Yet June 25 Ord July 8 

SiaTer, Saran Jaye, West Bromwich, Haulier Wet 
Bromwich Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Srazeter, Henry, Croydon, Cartage Contractor Croydon 
Pet July7 Ord July7 

Tavxor, Jostan, Syston, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pe 

uly9 Ord July 9 ; 

Tuorowcoop, Cuarces, Southport, Lancs, Brewer Liver 
pool PetJunel4 Julys 

Warrerson, James Cnaries Topp, Bootle, Lancs, Licensed 
Victualler Liverpo.l Pet July7 Ord Juty7 

Waer.er, Grorcz, Mamhilad,, Mon, Farmer Newport, 
Mon Pet July 8 Ord July 8 : 

Wicieswortn, H J, Bishopsgate av, Tea Merchant High 
Court Pet June15 Ord July 7 

Wray, Isopet, Bruton st, Spinster High Court Pet June 
16 Ord June7 < 


Northampton 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 8 : 


Couen, Persr, Broughton, Salford, Furniture Dealer Maa 
chester Pet July6 Ord July 6 
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FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aus, WALTER Sipvey. Heavitree, Devon, Auctioneer 
July 21 at 10.30 Off Ree, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
THomas, Idol In, Gt Tower st, Shipbroker July 21 
at12 Bankru bidgs, Carey st 

Caxy, JOSEPH, Miskin, Mountain Ash, Glam, Glazier July 
Qiat 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Cann, NorMAN, Knowle Park, Keighley Yorks, Hairdresser 
Jaly 21 at 3.30 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Coox, Henry. eg Southampton, Builder mt uly 21 at 
12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, =a 

Cooxe, THOMAS. Alvaston, Derby, Grocer July 20 at 12 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

ConDINGLEY, THomas, Wetherby, Yorks, Tanner July 21 
at 1230 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 
ork 

er asg Daniet, Ammanford, Carmarthen, Carpenter 
July 20 at 12.15 Off Kec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Frrzmavrice, Henry, Rotherham. Yorks, Painter July 21 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Francis, Epwaep Vicror, Bournemouth, Tailor July 21 
at1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, Salisbury 

Gepves, WituiaAm Epwin, Farringdon av, Horse Rug 
Manufacturer July 20 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, 
Carey st 

Hasrison, Grorce, Sheffield July 2) at 12 Off Ree, 
Figtree In, theftield 

Hawks, Wiit1aM Freperick Mortimer, Cardiff July 20 
at 12.30 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Herwortn, Broapiey, Pudsey, Yorke, Tnsurance Super- 
intendent July 21 at 3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 


Huey, Francs, Aldwarke Station, nr Rotherham, Yorks, | 
Off Rec, Figtree In, | 
| Brown, Taomas, Idol In, Gt a st, ‘ghip Broker High 


Station Master July 21 at 12 
Sheffield 

Keerz, Joun, Charing Cross rd July 21 at 230 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Kerriperk, Francis, hy oy} — Builder July 21 
at10 Court house, Kine’s L; 


Marsaaut, Wiiu1aMm, Sheffield, Builder July 20at1 Off 


Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Maryan, T, Kyverdale rd, Stamford Hill July 25 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mortcomery, Henry, Rivington st, Shoreditch, Brake 
Proprietor July 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey ot 

MorrersHaw, W1L11AM, Sheffield, Mineral Merchant July 
20 at 3 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Newman, Hyman Aaron, Beaumont sg, Mile End, Estate 
Agent July 25 at11 Bankruotcy bidgs, Carey st 

Newton, Freperick Harais, Exeter rd, Brondesbury, 
Dentist July 20 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bides, Carey st 

Pickerinc, CHARLES Wi.11AM, Heeley, Sheffield, Provision 

ealer July 20 at 3.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, ‘Sheffield 

Ruopes, Jonn Witxiyson, Barry Dock, Glan, Insurance 
Agent July 20at12 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Russox, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Cycle Manafacturer July 
21 at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Burra, H, Tamworth, Staffs, Hatter J uly 22 atll 174, 
Corporation st, Birmingham 


Surta, Watter, Twyford, Grocer July 22 at 12 14, 
Bedford row 
Spencer, ArTaur, Durham, General Dealer July 21 at 
3.15 Off Ree, ‘24, John st, Sunderland 
Srreerer, ARTHUR Joun, ALFRED WALTER Streeter, and 
Laweence Lampert Topnunter, Godalming, Surrey, 
_— June 21 at 12 24, Railway app, London 
e 
Tora, Sons Henry, Sheffield, Draughtsman July 20 at 
Off Figtree In, Sheffield 
Tu Ba x, Waneeae "Harry, Patney, << cee” July 22 
at 11.30 24, Railway sup, Laas London Brid, .. 
Vivian, Grorce Wiuram, Aberdare, Boot er July 20 
at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
WALLER, Cuagies Faeperick Witu14s, Colchester, Butcher | 
July 29 at 11 Cups Hotel, Colchester 
Watterson, James Cuaries Topp, Bootle, Lancs Licensed 
——— July 20 at 3.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
vi 


ll ruptey bldgs, Carev st 
Wituams, James, ps Staffs. ~— 
at 11.45 Messrs Wright & Westhead’s Offices, 1, 
Martin st, ord 
Wray, Isoper. ., Bruton st, Spinster July 21 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apis, Watrer SipyeEy, ee, Devon, Auctioneer 
Exeter Pet July 7 dra J uly 

Bracksurn, CraRa a. ca Notts Nottingham 
Pet et May 31 Ord July 8 





Brown, ALFRED James, Carter In, at Manufacturer | 
Oo | Srvons, ELKaAN, Seniiee, Cigar Merchant Birmingham 


urt Pet June 17 Ord July 
Court Pet July 8 Ord Jul 


Pet July 7 Ord July 















Hunt, Grorct insee, New Bondst High Court Pet May 
20 Ord July 8 

Jounson, Awniz, Kiogston upon Hull, at Dealer 
Kiogston upon Huil Pet Juiw7 Ord J 

Joves, JonN —— Simpson, AM a gy ad Pwhilheli 
Carnarvon, Mraper Portmadoc Pet May 20 Ord 

uly7 

Kiva, Cuarues, Ashford, Middlesex, Civil Engineer High 
Court Pet May 31 "Ord July 6 

Krauss, Joan Apam, ay Dulwich, Baker High Court 
Pet June 14 Ord July 8 

Lave, Wiii1am, Wedmore st, Upp Santee Carman 
High Court Pet July7 OrdJuly7 


Lewis, Artaur, Westminster mans, ae. > woes st, Actor 
High Court Pet March 30 Ord J 


a Joun Wii, Misterton, son alibes Lincoln 


| 
| 


y8 
| Carr, Norman, Knowle Park, Retghlay, Yeaks, Hairdresser | 
Bradford } 


re CraRgtes WILLIAM, Holmes, Rotherham, Yorks, 


uilder Sheffi:ld Pet Jume7 Ord June7 

Cirment, ALFRED Lester, Wantage 
Trainer Oxford Pet July9 Ond J uly 9 

CorDINGLey, Tuomas, er See, Seamer York Pet 
July 7 Jul 

DaRutnGTon, JoHNn | jun, Chatham, Rent Collector 
Rochester Pet July8 Ord July 8 

Dawson, Jonn S1icHt, Shevington, nr Crewe, Grocer | 
Crewe Pet June30 Ord Jul | 

Fear, Frank, Lydney, Glos, Butcher Newport, Mon Pet | 
July 8 Ord Juty 8 | 

Frumin, Istporr, Kidderminster, rere Kidder- | 
minster Pet May 20 Ord July 

Haz, Wit11am, Worksop, Notts, ‘Builder and Contractor 
Sheffield Pet J aly9 Ord July 9 

Herworts, Broav.ey, Pudsey, Yorks, 7 Superin- 
tendent Bradfoid Pet July7 Ord July 

Hopson, Ricuarp, Leeds Leeds Pet July ny Ora July9 | 

Howson, Junyx. Penrith, Cumberland, Coachbuilder Car- 





lle Pet June 21 Ord July 9 


Berks, Racehorse | 


erpool asa Epwarp, Cran: 
WIG tesworts, H J, Bishopsga‘e av, Tea Merchant July 21 | 
at 


July 25 | 


et July8 Ord July 8 
























, nt Holmes Chapel. Chester, 

Dealer Macclesfield Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

Nicnot, Wii.14M, Hoxton, Tobacconist High Court Pet 
May 25 Ord July7 

Parturs, Jonny Wii1am, Welling, Kent, C2ach Builder 
Rochester Pet July7 Ord July7 

Pixg, nt Garnant, oa. Fish Dealer 
marthen Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Ruoves. Jony Witkinsox, Barry Dock, Insurance Agent 
Car 


iff Pet July 4 Grd July 4 
qaye Northampton 


Suzparp, Tuomas, Church 
orthampton Pet July 6 oa 
SuerparD, KvGAR JosePx, Hockley, ‘Birmingham, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet June 25 Ora July 8 


Car- 


Pet May 28 Ora Jul 

Srarer, Saran Jane, a Bromwich, Haulier West 
Bromwich Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Srreeter, Antuur Jonn, ALFrep WATER Streerer, and 
Lawrence Lampert Topsunter, Godalming, Con- 
tractors Guildford Pet July2 Ord July8 

Srrerrer, Hexry, Croydon, Cartage Contractor Croydo® 
Pet July7 Ord July 7 

at JOSIAH, Secten, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet 
Jul Ord July 9 

| Seamer JOSEPH, witesien, Builder High Court Pet 
June 23 Ord July 

Torver, WiILi1aM Haney, ye i Schoolmaster Wands- 
worth Pet Junel5 Ord Jui ly8 

Watterson, James Cnartes Topp, Liverpool, Licensed 
Victualler Live Pet Julv7 Ord July 7 

| Warecee, GEORGE, mhilad, Mon, Farmer Newport, 
Mon Pet July8 Ord July, 8 


Amended notice substituted for a eee in the 
London Gazette of J 


Cones, Peter, Broughton, ater , a Dealer 
Manchester Pet July 6 Ord July’ 
















LAND REGISTRY. 


Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897. 


NOTICE. 


The following Applications have been made for Registration with Absolute Title :— 





No. of 


THE LAND. 


THE APPLICANT. 





Application. | 
| | Parish or Place. | 


County. 


Name and Short Description. 


| Frechold or | 
H Leaseh 


old. Name. 


Address. 





85,679 London Freehold T. D. Pannett & Sons, Limited 


| Description. 


m 
¥F = son 


66,842 
85,933 


London 
London Kensington 
86,190 
58,100 
93,704 


London 
London 
London 


Lewisham 
Greenwich 
68,796 
68,072 
86,459 


London Kensington 


London Hampsteid 
London Islington 


93,424 London Eltham 


94,059 
94,195 
86,794 


London 
London 


London 


0 
Wandsworth 
Borough 
Poplar 


86,7 London Kensington 


Bt. Anne, West- Shop and offices known as 6, Carlisle-street, 
inster 


St. Marylebone Shop and dwelling-house known as 116, | 


St. Paul, Dept- | 
ford 


6, Carlisle-street, Soho- 
| Soho square Ww 
| Laundry, stables, and oatbuildings in 
Garden-row, Walham Green 
| Dwelling-houses and gardens known as 50, | 
52, 54, 56, 58, 60, Pembroke-road 


Freehold 
Freehold | 


Laundries, Limited . ir- 
m 


Eliza Inez Pringle Hall, Nacton, 


Freehold William John Amhurst Suffolk House, pene, | 
Seymour-place Acton, 
Decliing- house and garden known as 56, | Leasehold The Reverend George Lyon 2, Tressillianerescent, 
Elswick-road urner 
| ae ree aves known as 44and | Freehold Joseph Frank Edwards 48, Royal-hill, , Ny 
Royal-! . 
Derelling-house and gardens known as 52/ Freehold Sidney Rawlins Chesterton 140, 
d 54, Scarsdale-villas t 
Freehold Thomas Scarborough Johnson | 30, rango-read, East - 
bourne, Sussex 
Freehold Frederick DPilfold (commonly | 108, U; eet, Isling- 
known as Frederick S:ewart) ton, 


_ weling-houe and garden known as 15, 

place, Kilburn 

Dwelling-houses and gardens known as 43, 
49, and 50, Payne street, Barnsbury 


Dwelling-house and garden known as 17,| Leasehold Thomas Rule 
| West-park 


Freehold 
Freehold 
Freehold 


Henry John Lee 
Frank Lewivgton 
Florence Maurice Israel 


House and land known as 79, Lausanne- 
road h 


, Peckham 
Plot of land at the north-west end of Thorn- 
sett-road 
a: 
21, 


field, 8. W. 
234, Gloucester - terrace, | 


-houses and 
Hyde Park, W. 


rdens known as 19, 
23, Brunswick-street 


Gloucester - terrace, 
yde-park, W. 


Freehold Florence Maurice Israel 2h, 
119 (oad Nos. only), South-row, and 1 to Ht 
14, Great Western-terrace, Kensal New 


Town 





| 
> welling-houses and shops known as 83 to 
| 








KS. of Rear- 


dmiral Jobn 
ot Pringle, 
pa 

| : ~-— 
| ni Plumber" 


High- street, Ken- | 
ich 


Manufacturer 
and Exhibitor 


*, West- park, Eltham, | 


8, Arbuthnot-road, New | 
C 8.E. | 


wite of jada 
David Israel, 
Barrister - at- 
Law 

| Wife of Judah 
David Israel, 


Barrister - at - 
Law 





Plans of the several properties comprised in the applications can be seen at the Land Registry, 34, Lincoln's Inn Fields. Any person 
and delivered at the Re 


or his Solicitor 
concisely fe grounds of the objection, an 


‘i 


istry before the expiration of one month from the appearance of this advertisement, object to 


meg ty notice in writing, signed by himself 
ingd and, if eis dativered by» Bator i Bm LA 

ive the address in the United K: om of the person delivering the Notice, i ya r, must give the name 

of the person on whose behalf it is & ven. . F. BRICKDALE, Registrar 


TRE he KE 


— 


ne 
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THEATRES. 


ADELPHI. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15, THE EARL AND THE 
GIRL: Messrs. Walter Passmore, H. A. Lytton, J. C. 
Dixon, M. R. Morand, Elliston, Crompton, Pinder, Childer- 
stone, Torrence, and Robert Evett; Mesdames Agnes 
Fraser, Florence Lioyd, Helen Kinnaird, Hart-Dyke, 
Phyllis Broughton, and — gg 


DA 8. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.0, NE CINGALEE: Messrs. C. 
Hayden Coffin, Rutland Barrington, Fred Kaye, Willie 
Warde, James Blakeley, Conway Dixon. J. Boddy, Greene, 
and Huntley Wnight; Mesdames Sybil Arundale, Gracie 
Leigh, Carrie Moore, Topsy Sinden, Hirst Sevening, D’Orme, 
Vivian, Severn, Stocker, and Isabel J ay. 


GARRICK. 

THIS EVENING, at 9.0, THE FAIRY’S DILEMMA: 
Mr. Arthur Bourchier and Miss Violet Vanbrugh ; Messrs. 
Sydney Valentine, Jerrold Robertshaw, O. B. Clarence, 
Pearce, Egerton, Domville, Castleman; Misses Jessie 
Bateman, Ewell, Clement, Grimston. At 8.15, A LESSON 
IN HARMONY. 

HAYMARKET. 


THIS EVENING, at 9.0, LADY FLIRT: Mr. Cyril 
Maude, Mr. Fred Kerr, and Miss Ellis Jeffreys; Mr. 
Edmund Maurice, Mr. Kenneth Douglas, Mr. Gilbert 
Farquhar, Mr. Wilfred Forster, Mr. Eyre, Mr. &. 
oe Mr. Onslow, Mr. R. Bottomley; Miss Beatrice 

Boker: Miss Madge Titheradge. Miss Measor, Miss Van 
Buskir! At 8.30, THE WIDOW WOOS: Mr. Sydney 
Valentine, Master Cross, Miss Mary Brough. 

HIS MAJESTY’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15. TWELFTH NIGHT: Mr. 
Tree, Mr. Oscar Asche, Mr. William Haviland, Mr. Norman 
Forbes, Mr. Julian L’Estrange, Mr. J. Fisher White, Mr. 
8. A. Cookson, Mr. Charles Quartermaine, Mr. Francis 
Chamier, Mr. Lionel Brough ; Miss Constance Collier, Miss 
Cicely Richards, Miss Viola Tree. 

NEW THEATRE. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.30, THE LIARS: Charles Wynd- 
ham, Messrs. Alfred Bishop, Sam Sothern, Eille Norwood, 
Dennis Eadie, B. Steer, P. Berton, H. Duberley, T. W. 
Rawsbn, C Edmonds; ‘Mesdames Cynthia Brooke, Sarah 
Brooke, Enid Spencer Brunton, Lilias Waldegrave, Sybil 

Williams, and Miss Mary Moore. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 

ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on i may he Vapitalized, 
. H. CLAYTON,; Joint 
F H. CLAYTON, ! Secretaries. 


ENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 

No. 26 PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
(Removep rrom 5 WHITEHALL.) 
Estublist ed 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 

Share and Debenture Capital £619,870. 

Reversions Purchased on favourtble terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(EsTabiisHEeDd 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Persona 
, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PiACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 
Assets - « # #£158,000. 














CHAIRMAN : 
Sin HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Baznt., J.P., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 


pt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
we Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. 
Improve Fre Interest 4 per cent. Monthly repayments, 
which include Principal, Premium, and Interest for each 
£100 : 10 years, £1 1s. 1d.; 12 years, 18s. 4d.; 15 years, 15s. 6d.; 
ie peas, 14s. 2d.; 21 years, 12s. ud. Survey Fee to £500, 


-a-guinea. 
Prospectus free of FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


TYPEWRITING, SHORTHAND, AND 
DUPLICATING. 


Legal Documents accurately Typed. Secrecy guaranteed. 
Private Roome for Dictation. Country Orders promptly 
executed. Contract Work at Reduced Rate, 
OLIVER TYPEWRITER COMPANY, Ltd. 
75, QUEEN VICTORIA STREET, E.C. 








Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS ~ YN ~ DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merioneth. 


For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Classes only. 
TERMS: From 81x Guineas A WEEK. 
Shooting—Well preserved, over 22,000 acres, 
Fishing —24 miles, including trout, servin, and salmon. 
References— 
Dr. Gero. » Savane, 8, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
Dr. D. Peaetea, | 34, Cavendish-square, W. 
For Prospectus, &c., apply— 
Dr. M. WALKER, J.P., 
Plas-yn-Dinas, Dinas Mawddwy. 








Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
F. 8. D. HOGG, RES. &e., 
edical Superintendent. 
Telephone: P.O. 16, nn 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, mA. : 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal: H. = RILEY, Assoc. 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty y 
Legal and Medical References. "er terms and particulars | 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Princi 


ipal. 
ELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 








Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORO, HERTS. 


For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriety 
and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, picturesque, an 
secluded part of the country, 1} hours from Live: l-street, 
about 400 feet above sea-level; 10} acres of grounds. 
Heated by hot-water apparatus. Electric light throughout. 
Healthy employment and recreation. Workshops, Poultry 
Farm, Gardening, Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Lib » Music, 
Billiards, Dark Room for Photography, &c. Patients may 
enter under the Acts or privately. Terms: 1}-3 Guineas. 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, &c.—Apply to 

ResipENT Mepicat SuPERINTENDENT Or SECRETARY. 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 
application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd.. MAYFAIR, W. 


IPPODROME. TWICE DAILY. 
Prices 1s. to 7s. 6d.; private boxes, 1 to 4 guineas. 
SPECIAL pay —Chiloren under 12 are admitted at 
half-price to all parts (amphitheatre excepted) at MORN- 
ING PERF SEMANCES O ONLY.—Box-office 10.0 a.m. to 
10.0 p.m. Telegrams, “‘ Hippodrome, London.’’ Telephone 
4015 Gerrard. 








’ Experience. Eeveliont | 





—== 
Telephone: 602 Holbora, 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep in THE Reien or Witiiam & Many, 1699, 


MAKERS. 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
LEVEE SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners, 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, 











AUTHORITY 





Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use, 


Suare Certificates, Depentures, &c., ae and 
printed. OrriciaL SEAxs designed and execute 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE 5s. 
A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Acts. 
By Francis J. Green, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Lay. 


ARL’S COURT ITALIAN 
EXHIBITION. 





The Art, Industry, and Commerce of Italy on View. 
‘““VENICE BY NIGHT,’ 
Realistically represented in the Empress Hall. 
Forty Gondolas on Three-quarters of a Mile of Canals, 
Venetian Palaces, Churches, Bridges, and Historic 
Buildings, reproduced to scale, 
THE BLUE GROTTO OF CAPRI. 
ST. PETER’S AT ROME 
MAXIW’S CAPTIV ii ATRSHIPS, 
HE ROMAN FORUM, 
And a Host of New Attractions. 
Grounds Transformed wa Brilliantly Dluminated by 


it. 
LEADING MILTTARY BANDS. 


Apmission 1s. OpEn 12 noon To 11 P.M. 








S. FISHER, 188, Strand. 





ACCIDENTS of am kinas. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, ACCIDENT & DISEASE (Small Pox, Scarlet Fever, 
Typhoid, Diphtheria, Appendicitis, &c.), BURCLARY & FIDELITY INSURANCE. 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE CO, 


Established 1849. 
64, CORNHILL, LONDON 


Claims paid £4,600,000. 
A. VIAN, Asoretary. 





Suit 
THE 


THE 


